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INTRODUCTTG*^ 

I The Author of the Nyaya-praves’a. 

When nearly ten years ago my lamented friend and pupil, Mr," C. p. 
Dalai, asked me to undertake some publication for the G. 0. S., and on 
my consenting to do so wanted me to choose beween Tattvasamgrdha and 
‘Dihnaga’s Nyayapraves’a,’ my choice fell upon the latter. A Tibetan 
version of the work had been noticed by Dr. Satischandra Yidyabhurapa in 
his ‘History of Medioeval Indian Logic/ but its Sankrit original, he thought, 
“was lost”, and therefore the discovery of the Sanskrit Mss was expected to be 
hailed as a valuable find. Moreover, Dinnaga, to whom the work was attri- 
buted, was one of the greatest figures in the history of Buddhist philosophy, 
and consequently in editing his work, I imagined I would be bringing to 
light the next great milestone in the history of Buddhist logic in the journey 
backwards from Dharmakirti, to whose work I was introduced in 1890 in 
Dr. Peterson’s room in the Elphinstone College, Bombay, when that scholar 
was engaged in editing Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu with Dharmottara’s 
Tika. Furthermore, I had a lurking hope that the Tibetan version might turn 
put to be a mere summary, in which case this new find might very well 
prove to be ‘ a peak of Darien ’ revealing a vast stretch of some new land of 
philosophical thought. 

On looking into the Mss I was not a little disappointed; The 
Sanskrit text was found to be the exact original of the Tibetan version 
which had been translated into English by Dr. VidyabhSsana ; and so far 
although a valuable find, it made no addition to our knowledge of Buddhist 
logic. Moreover, to my great surprise I saw that in the Mss the name of 
Dinnaga was nowhere given as the author of the Nyayapraves’a ! A 
gleam of hope that I might still be able to show that the work was Dint^ga’s 
burst upon me when I read the word ‘ ’ in the concluding verse. 

But my faith in the surmise that this might be suggestive of Dlnnaga’s 
authorthip was very much shaken when I found that the Sanskrit 
commentator of the work — although usually Sanskrit commentators are very 
Ireen-sighted and speculative in this respect — saw no such suggestion even 
though he had referred, just a line before, to Pramapasamuccaya which is a 
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wellknowu work of Dinniga’s. I had, therefore, to turn for evidence to 
those famous works of Indian Logic which contain direct or indirect 
references to Dinnaga, viz., the Njayabindu and its Tika, the 
Nyayavartika and its Tika, and the S’lokavartika and its Tika. In the 
years which have elapsed since then, the results of my investigation have 
been largely anticipated by scholars who have worked upon these and 
other materials with the help of the Tibetan version. This was only 
natural. The Mss which could have been easily put into print in less 
than two years had been lying with me for ten, and although this was 
mainly due to causes beyond my control it was impossible to expect that 
the tide of research should wait for the personal convenience of any man. 
Today, therefore, my task consists merely of holding the scales even 
between two contending parties and exercising the privilege of a judge in 
criticisdng the evidence of both. 

On the question— Who is the author of the Nyayapraves’aP-scholars 
are ranged in two groups, which may be termed the Tibetan school and 
the Chinese school in accordance with the source of the evidence on 
which they rely. Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhhsapa, Pandit Vidhushekhara 
Bhattacharya and Dr. Keith ( the last somewhat cautiously ) belong to the 
former ; Prof- Ui, Sugiura, Tucci, Tubianski and Mironov to the latter. 
The first group depending upon Tibetan evidence regard the Nyaya* 
praves’a as a work Dinnaga’s, while the second on the strength of Chinese 
evidence attribute it to S’ankarasvamin, a disciple of Dinnaga. 

Some years ago, as a result of his study of the Tibetan Mss 
Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana mentioned the Nyd,yapraves’a as a work 
on Logic by Dinnaga, and the Sanskrit text which is now being published 
was found to agree so completely with the Tibetan version as translated 
into English by Dr. Vidyabhusana that Mr. Dalai, who had acquired the 
Mss of the Sanskrit text for the Baroda State, was also led to believe 
that the work was Dihnaga’s. This prima facie view has been sub* 
sequently supported with considerable external and internal evidence 
by Pandit Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya in the Introduction to hie Tibetan 
edition of the work recently published as “ Nyayapraves'a Part II ” in the 
C. 0. S, His evidence is as follows 



( 1) T* says “5^ I; and so reads T*: jiwi- 

(2) Commenting upon tbe introductory verse of bis Pram^- 
samuccaya which contains the lines 

“ snniri^ 

II ” 

(a) Dinnaga says in his vrtti “ ( !=^l^l^?lll^wf ) 

5l55ih%3T 5mi<TOggir W^susq: II ” 

(b) Again, Jinendrabuddhi, commenting on the same in his Vis’ala- 

malavati, says:— 1 anPiftftSI sn^igRlfi?- 

( =J*ipr5iWf^ cSRt mi^c5n<i, i ” 

(c) And the same writer says a little further on: 

( =«rui^5nf^: ) I cWtl^ 1 ‘5R*I^ 

5^iqisW^’ 1 (N. Pr Skt. p. 7, 1, 13) 9iOTa*w !i i 

Note— Pandit Vidhushekhara equates ‘sii>ISR’ with '^wa^i’ in the 
above extracts on the strength of a note in the colophon of T* (pp. 28*29j 
that "in a Chinese book it is seen as NySyapraves’a while in Tibet it ig 
now known as Nyayadv3ra'\ 

This equation however, does not seem justified. For, as pointed 
out by Dr. Tucci, "in the colophon to the Nyayapraves’a, translated into 
Tibetan from the Chinese (Cordier, iii, p. 436), it is already said that this 
work must not be identified with the Nyayamukha [ Dr. Tucd’s reading 
for NyayadvSra] which is quoted in the commentary on the PramS^a- 
(samuccaya).”. The note in the colophon of T* to which Pandit Vidhushe- 
khara refers should, therefore, be explained in some such way as this, that 
the Tibetans had not seen either the Nyayadvara or the Nyayapraves’a, and 
had heard only of the former, and consequently when they saw 
Nyayapraves’a they thought that it was the same as Nyayadvara. 

(3) There are references to Dinn%a’s logical tenets in KumSrila’s 
S’loka^tika some of which are traceable, almost verbatim, to 
the Nyayapraves’a, a few of these being expressly attributed 
to Dinnaga by Parthasarathimis’ra, the commentator of the 
S’lokavartika. These are as follows : — 

(a) ^ sim S’l-^rt (Anu*P, 60) 

I ^ Parthasarathi. 



Now compare the illastration of in the Njajapraves'a: 

(b) 5ira: gt spoil 5prf1 un— S’l-vart (Anu-P, 63a) 

Compare «l«n fliai 5*'^^ (N. Pr P.2, 11 17, 18). 

Note — The commentator of the S’lokayartika does not say that 
the passage the S’l-vart is taken from or found in any of the 
works of Dihnaga. 

(c) ^5mil¥|^3m 511^ I 

g I S’l-vart (Anu-P, 64b, 65 a) 

Compare ^ — found in Ch and T’ of the N. Pr., but 

not in T' or the Skt. text where the illustration is 

(d) The last illustration — etc.' — occurs in Parthasarathi- 
mis’ra’s commentary with the only difference that is omitted, 
which makes no difference in sense. This is given in the 
Nyayapraves’a as an illustration of 

Note.— In Parthasarathi’s commentary it is introduced with 
the words 3 ara?isra” and is regarded as a 

case of ‘anTRRisf’ , and not as it ig 

called there) as supposed by Pandit Vidhushekhara. The 
learned scholar seems to have been misled by the printing in 
the Chowkhamba edition of the Commentary on the S’loka- 
vartika where the passage on ‘ ’ beginning with “jf 3 

etc.” has been mixed up with the paragraph on 

(e) asnen'ssmmm S’l-vart (Anu-P, 105 a) 

Compare omitted in T* 

N. Pr.) which is given as an illustration of 

( a variety of 1^55 ) in the Nyayapraves’a. 

Of these, as pointed out by Dr. Tucci, (a) and (c) are found also in the 
Nyayad'^ra (=Ny5yamukha as it is called by Dr. Tucci), and so drop out of 
the argument altogether; (b), (d) and (e) occur in the Nyayapraves’a but not 
in the Nyayadvara, which, however, does not prove that they have been drawn 
from the NySyapraves’a. The name of the fallacy of (b) occursinthe NySya- 
dvara (=Nyayamukha of Tucci) though not the illustration, which 
ftlth m^ h ifnnnd in the Nyayapraves’a need not have been .drawn from it, 



As regards (d) it is given by Parthasarathi as an illustration of 
and consequently it is certain that it is not taken from the Nyayapraves’a 
where is illustrated quite differently, and the example under 

discussion is called Lastly, (e) is a well-known argument of the 

Sarhkhya. In regard to this Dr. Tucci says : “ The example was not 
invented by Dihnaga, who rather took it from the Samkhya-Karika 17. ’’ 
He has, however, missed the point. In the Samkhya-Karika it is not 
given as a fallacy, but as a valid argument. As a fallacy it is given in 
the Nyayapraves’a, and so also in the S'lokavartika. Pandit Vidhusekhara 
could therefore argue that the latter had borrowed it from the Nyaprave’sa 
and not from the SamkhyaKarika. The argument however, cannot 
establish the main thesis. For, assuming for a moment that the author of 
the S^lokavSrtika has borrowed the illustration from the Nyayapraves’a) 
how does it follow that Dihnaga is the author of the Nyayapravas’a ? As a 
matter of fact the assumption too is unwarranted. For, on a subject like 
the existence and nature of the Buddhist could not have been 
the only critic of the Samkhyas, and consequently the Samkhya-KSrika 
under consideration must have been criticised in several non-Buddhist as 
well as Buddhist works. 

To sum up. Two conditions would be necessary to justify the 
conclusion that Dihnaga is the author of the Nyayapraves’a; 1st, that a 
certain passage occurs in the Nyayapraves’a only; and 2ndly, that it has 
been attributed to Dihnaga. The only passage which has been connected 
with Dihnaga by ParthasSrathimis’ra is No 2 (a), but it occurs also in the 
Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha) and thus breaks down as an argument to 
prove Dihnaga’s authorship of the Nyayapraves’a. 

Against this, the Chinese school stands for S’ankarasvamin’s 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, which according to Sugiura was “intended 
to be an introduction to Dihna’ [Dihnaga’s] work.” Prof. Ui. after laying 
bare the confusion in Dr. Vidyabhu?aaa’e treatment of certain numbers in 
Nanjio’s Catalogue concludes : “ The ascription of the Nyayapraves’a to 
DignSga is not correct. ” But the most detailed criticism of the Dihnaga 
theory has been put forward by Mr. Tubianski, who contends that “the Nyaya* 
praves’a was not the work of Dihnaga.” He compares the Nyayapraves’a 
with the NySyadvara which is unquestionably a work of Dinnaga’s, and as 
a result he finds : 

(1) That the Nyayapraves’a has some fallacies in the list of 
which are not found in the Nyayadvara. 
ii 
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( 2 ) 'the ^oniiifQs, fourteen in number as enumerated in the 
Nyayadvara and the Pramanasamuccaya, are not found in 
the Nyayapraves’a. 

(3) The terminology of the Nyayapraves’a is more lucid than that 
of Dihnaga’s works. 

(4) Dharmakirti, the author of the Nyayabindu and known as a 

Vartikakara of Dinnaga, uses the term instead of 

of Nyayapraves'a. 

Prom these data Mr. Tubianski concludes that the Nyayapraves’a 
is not a work of Dinnaga. 

Reviewing these arguments, Dr. Keith thinks that none 
of them is conclusive, the discrepancies between the Nyayadvara 
and the Nyayapraves’a being such as can be satisfactorily accounted 
for on the hypothesis that the Nyayapraves’a was later than the Nyaya- 
dvSra. Though both of them were works of the same author 
Thus, in the Nyayapraves’a Dinnaga, as a result of further 
cogitation, has discovered more types of than he had done before ; 
and, if he has dropped the fourteen ^'nwras in the Nyayapraves’a, it is 
because he has seen no valid ground for continuing the Brahmanical 
tradition of ‘srrf^s’ ( the equivalent of in Brahmana Logic ) which he 

had followed in his earlier works ; that the Nyayapraves’a is written in a 
more lucid style than the Nyayadvara only proves that it is a later, and 
therefore more polished, work than the Nyayadvara. Mr. Keith, however, 
while thus disposing of Mr. Tubianski’s argument against Dihnaga’s 
authorship of the NySyapraves’a, differs from Pandit Vidhushekhara in 
so far as the latter regards the Nyayadvara to be the same as Nyaya- 
praves’a according to a Tibetan tradition. “ 1 here is no real doubt, ” says 
Mr. Keith, “that the Ny5yadvara(no/ to be identified with the Nyayapraves'a) 
was used in the Pramapasamuccaya, and the definition [ of ] was 
taken thence. ” At the same time he suggests that the word ' eni^ ’ of 
in ‘ ’ in the Pramanasamuccaya- Vrtti of 

DihnSga and elsewhere may well include and thus not exclude the 

possibility of the Nyayapraves’a being one of the works composed by Dinnaga. 
This position of Mr. Keith, however, destroys the value of Pandit 
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharyq’s ground No. 1. 

Dealing with the other grounds of Pandit Vidhushekhara, which 
flOQsiat of certain supposed references to the Nyayapraves’a in Kumarila’s 



S'lokavSrtikft and PSrthasarathiims’ra’s commentary thereon, Keith says 
that the references " are not conclusive evidence in the absence of any 
definite mention of that text [ Nyayapraves’a ] and of any proof that the 
doctrines cited are not found in other parts of the writings of Dignaga. ’ 
This is just that weak link in the chain of Pandit Vidhushekhara’s argument 
No. 2 which I have pointed out above (seep. ix). Mr. Keith concludes this 
part of his article with the characteristic remark “It appears to me, therefore, 
that from the evidence adduced by Mr. Vidhushekbara Bhattacharya and 
Mr. Tubianski alike no certain conclusion can be drawn. ” The external 
evidence which Mr. Tubianski has adduced to support his denial of Dinnaga's 
authorship of the Nyayapraves’a is that the Chinese who know of both 
the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves’a and who have made the Nyaya- 
praves’a the basis of their logical studies had evidently ‘ larger materials 
for ascription ’ than the Tibetans, and they have ascribed the latter to 
S’ankarasvamin and not to Dihnaga, although they know of both. 

With all the arguments of Pt. A^'idhushekhara, with the exception 
of No. 1., thus removed from the field, and those of Mr. Tubianski shown 
to be inconclusive, the whole controversy reduces itself to a conflict 
between two traditions— -the Tibetan and the Chinese. As against, 
Tubianski’s plea of the greater reliability of the Chinese tradition in view of 
the Nyayapraves’a being a work of special study in China, Mr. Keith observes 
that, as pointed out by Pt. Vidhushekbara Bhattacharya, one of the two Tibetan 
versions (T*) was based on the Chinese version and this fact reduces mate- 
rially the strength of the arguement from the Chinese tradition. As Pt. 
Vidhushekbara cautiously observes “at least at the time of the translation 
(T* from Chinese into Tibetan) S’ankarasvamin as the author of the work 
was unknown not only in Tibet but also in China”. The strength of the 
Chinese tradition in favour of S’ankarasvamin’s authorship is still further 
reduced if we accept Pt. Vidhushekhara’s argument that No. 4 of Itsing’s list 
of Dinnaga’s works is to be identified with the Nyayapraves’a. Tubianski 
thinks that Itsing’s list of Dihnaga’s works contains nothing that can be 
identified with the Nyayapraves’a. “But”, observes Mr. Keith, “that 
is hardly the case. No 4 of Itsing’s list [TheS’astra on the Gate of the Cause”] 
appears to be the Hetud^ras’astra or Hetudvara “and he refuses to accept 
Tubianski ’s objection that “it cannot aswer to Nyayapraves'a, as the last does 
not treat exclusively of hetu. ” On the contrary, he sees “ decidedly more 



validity in Mr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya’s view that “Hetudvara and 
Nyayad vara (equivalent to Nyayapreves’a) mean the same thing.’’ I am unable 
to agree with Dr. Keith and Pandit Yidhushekhara in identifying with 
sJTfJfSR and JJrwgR with ( I wonder how Mr. Keith accepts the second 

identity having himself distinguished from in a preceding 

paragraph). It seems to me that a clear distinction is meant by Dinnaga 
between ^3 and iTO iu the titles of his books, the latter being used in 
the widest sense of Reasoning while the former means only the Middle 
Term. Such a confusion would be particularly surprising in Buddhist 
Logic where and are clearly distinguished from For 

this reason I am rather inclined to agree with Dr. Vidyabhu?ana in 
identifying Itsing’s No. 4 Hetudvarasasastra with Hetucakra-hamaru 
(rightly read Hetucakradamaru by Tucci and Randle.). 

The Chinese school has to account for what Tubianski calls the 
‘Tibetan blunder.” This is how Tubianski explains it : The Tibetans knew 
of the Nyayadvara from Dinnaga’s own references to it in bis comments on 
the Pramanasamuccaya, but as they had no version of it they thought that 
the Nyayapraves’a which was really a work of S’ankarasvamin, but 
not so known to them, to be the same as the Nyayadvara, and con- 
sequently believed that Dinnaga was its author. This, he adds, is “evident 
from such a title as the Nyayapraves’advara given by him to one of the 
Tibetan versions”. With reference to this Mr. Keith remarks that “there is not 
the slightest evidence of ignorance on the part of the Tibetans, the Tibetan 
index giving an express warning against confusing Nyayapraves’a with 
Nyayadvara”. This, however, is not altogether true. That there was some 
confusion in Tibetan between Nyayapraves’a and Nyayadvara is shown by 
Pt. Vidhushekhara, who on the basis of this confusion has attempted to 
identify the two works. 

If we have thus failed to arrive at a definite conclusion regarding 
the authorship of the Nyayapraves’a, it is because no single piece of 
evidence, nor even the general weight of the whole, which is at present 
available, is found to be conclusive. We must, therefore, wait for more 
light for the solution of this problem, which, we may hope, will come 
some day out of the Tibetan and Chinese libraries of Mss, of which large 
w '.sses still reinaiu to be explored, published and studied. Mean*while» 



I may be permitted to record my ^rsonal opinion, based on the general 
trend of the evidence discussed above, tentatively as follows • — 

The Nyayapraves’a is a work composed by S’ankarasvSmin to 
facilitate entrance into the Nyayadvara ( =“The Gate of Logic” ) 
which is a work of his master Diiinaga. 

In the interests of correct historical scholarship, it was necessary 
to consider whether the Nyayapraves’a was a work of Dihnaga’s or 
S’ankarasvSmin’s. But the master and the pupil being contemporaries, 
there are several related problems to which it makes no difference whether 
we attribute this work to DinnSga or to S’ankarasvamin. Thus, for 
example in discussing the chronological relationship of certain other works 
of literature and philosophy to the Nyayapraves’a, we may very well 
consider them in relation to Diiinaga, who is far better known than his 
pupil S’ankarasv^min. 

II. The Nyayapraves’a and the Marimekhalai. 

The question of the authorship of the Nyayapraves’a and its date 
have recently come into prominence in connection with chapter XXIX of 
a Tamil work called the Manimehhalai, which is almost identical with 
the whole of the Nyayapraves’a. Professor S. Kuppuswami S’astri of the 
Madras University has presented in parallel columns the striking 
coincidence of the logic of Araavanavatikal, the Buddhist teacher of 
Manimekhalai in the romance, with that of Dihnaga, the author of the 
Pramana-Samuccaya, whom he has assumed to be the author of the 
Nyayapraves’a also on the authority of Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana. 
The points of coincidence brought to light are : — 

(1) The doctrine of two and with just one word 

added, viz., . 

(2) The definition of which is confined to the 
variety. 

(3) The five arqqqs, from which only three have been recognized, 
viz., and 

(4) The nine q^Mtfs, viz , 

atstresiqdsj'q, and aT5n%5^. 

(5) The three Icm^FUs, viz., srils, (=aTwraa) and of which 

the first is subdivided into/owr viz., swifts, stsjratiras, lasires (1) 
and atiwRiS ; the second into six, viz., ar^iraR'n, 



g*i3f^5if% and ww- 

and the third into four viz. 

(6) The jive mwsaisannss, viz., gi«pi<q4^a, g»ra«mi^55, 

8i!isqq and (^q^isqji; and jive ^j4?sp?tun«s, viz., tn^jT^n#, 
tT(^r«nii%, 35qjii«niw, 8i«n%^« and iqqga«iratf . 

(7) Mention o! and ) 8W«En%«, which 

Dharmakirti drops. 

From the extraordinary coincidence of ‘definitions, illustrations, and 
even order of enumeration in several instances’ between this chapter of the 
Manimekhalai and the Nyayapraves’a, Prof. Kuppuswami S'astri concludes 
that the former is based upon the latter and that “while section XXIX of 
the Ma^mekhalai cannot be assigned to pre-DihnSga period of Buddhist 
logic, there are sufficient indications to place it in the post-Dinnaga period, 
close to the transition to certain departures advocated by Dharmakirti by 
way of improvement.” 

As against this view stands that of Dr. Krishnaswami Aiyangar 
who regards the chapter XXIX of the Manimekhalai as belonging to the 
pre-DinnSga period of Buddhist logic. His contention is that in several 
respects it takes up a halting position between the old Brabmanical Nyaya 
and the NySya of Dinn^ga. Thus 

(1) In the Manimekhalai the pramEnas are said to be only two, 
others being regarded as capable of inclusion in the seccond ; 
whereas “ DihnSga, who seems to have no such qualms and 
actually deals with the four pramilnas of the NaiySyikas, rejects 
the first two, after examination positively” ( see the Pramana- 
sumuccaya of Dinnaga). 

(2) Similarly in the discussion of the avayavas, the Manimekhalai 

seems to mark a transition. It mentions the jive avayavas, 
accepts three and does not consider the other two as they are 
capable of inclusion in the third. There is nothing like 
rejection of them as invalid as in Dinnaga.” 

Prof. Krishnaswami next points out that — 

(3) “Dinnaga solemnly lays himself out to consider the Svartha 

and Pard.rtha, forms of syllogism... After a serions 
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discassioQ he comes to the conclusion that the latter bang 
included in the former it is superduous to treat of it 
separately. To the Manimekhalai it does not seem necessary to 
discuss the latter at all. 

The last fact does not seem to me to prove Prof. Krishnaswami’s 
thesis that the Manimekhalai represents the transition stage pointing 
towards the logic of Dinnaga and therefore earlier than Ditmaga. On 
the contrary it would show that what required to be discussed in the days 
of Dinnaga had become an accepted truth in the time of the Manimekhalai. 
As regards the first point, it could be said in reply that the radical 
reforms of Dinnaga had reached the stage of unquestioned acceptance in 
the days of the Manimekhalai. Dinnaga laid down the doctrine of the 
two pramanas, Pratyaksa and Anumana, to the exclusion of all the rest. 
But the Manimekhalai still continued what was perhaps the older attitude 
viz., that the two pramanas included all the others, a view similar to that 
of the old Vais’esikas. 

It must be admitted that the resemblance between the contents of 
the NySyapraves’a and those of the XXIX chapter of the Manimekhalai 
is so complete that the Nyayapraves'a must be supposed to be either inserted 
in or extracted out of the Manimekhalai. The former hypothesis would 
seem to be more probable in view of the fact that the Maijimekhalai was 
after all a romance and not primarily a work on logic. Thus, as Dr. Jacobi 
points out in his correspondence with Prof. Krishnaswami “ in many 
Jarin romances there is introduced some Yati, who gives an exposition 
of the law, converts the hero etc. etc. but nobody has taken these teachers 
for historical persons. ” Even if we do not go as far as the learned 
German orientalist and deny the historicity of the Buddhist sage — Aravana 
Adigal — of the Mapimekhalai there is no doubt that there is far less 
likelihood of a logician extracting a chapter of a romance verbatim and 
passing it oft' as bis work than of the writer of a romance borrowing a book 
of logic from a logician and inserting it in bis work to show off his 
S’Sstraic learning. The probability of the latter hypothesis is further 
strengthened by the evidence of certain lapses on the part of the borrower. 
For example, the writer of the Mauimekhalai substitutes three for five 
avayavas very unintelligently. He does not perceive that the last two 
avayavas can never be included in the drsUanta, as he ignorantly intagines* 



Impressed by the arguments which require Manimekhalai to be 
placed after Dihuaga, the author of the Nyayapraves’a according to the 
Tibetan tradition, Mr. E. Narasimhacharyar, ex-Director of Archmological 
Eesearches in Mysore, would shift the date of Dihnaga from 400 A. D. 
which is at present the generally accepted date, to the second century A. D. 
in order to meet a difiBculty caused by South Indian history. The contents 
of the Manimekhalai, it is said, point to its being a production of the 
Sangam age, and the Sangam age being supposed to fall in the second 
century A. D, the Ny&yapraves’a which is incorporated in the Manimekhalai 
should be regarded as still earlier. Who is then the author of the Nyaya- 
praves’a! Nagarjuna, says Mr. Sesha Aiyar boldly, and assigns him to 
the 1st century B. C, In attributing the Nyayapraves’a to Nagarjuna 
Mr. Aiyar takes his stand on the statement in Bunju Nanjio’s catalogue 
p. 270 Nos. 1223, 1224, which Takakusu has also accepted. This, however, is 
a mistake, Nagarjuna being wrongly read for Dihnaga as Pandit Vidhushe- 
kbara Sastri has shown ( N. Pr. Pt. II. G. 0. S. Introduction p. xii. ) 
Mr. Aiyar’s hypothesis is rendered highly improbable by the developed form of 
the treatment of logical fallacies which is contained in the work. Moreover, 
it would be contrary to all that we know about Dihnaga and his contempo- 
raries as well as to both Tibetan and Chinese traditions about the authorship 
of the Nyayapraves’a. As Prof. Krishnaswami had to point out in rejecting 
Mr. R. Narasimhacharyar’s suggestion “Lihnaga’s contemporaneity with 
Vasubandhu would be difficult to call in question unless we are prepared to 
throw to the four winds all the available evidence of literary tradition com- 
pletely. Vasubandhu cannot be taken to an anterior date such as this 
would imply without doing very great violence to accredited Buddhist 
tradition and Chinese evidence of a definite character”. Besides, the date 
of the Sangam age which is said to be the second century A. D. is still 
uncertain, and it is further doubtful whether we are justified in assuming 
that the time to which the work ( Manimekhalai ) refers is “ undoubtedly 
the time of the author.” 

in. Dihnaga and Pras’astapada. 

As early as 1904, Prof. Stcherbatsky advanced his view that Dihnaga 
was prior to Pras’astapada. Later, however, this Russian savant 
reversed their order and maintained that Pras’astapada was either a con- 
temporary or a predecessor of Vasubandhu, the teacher of DihnSga. 
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Dr. B. Faddegon (1918), controverting Stcherbatsky’s earlier writing 
questioned the correctness of the view that the Vais’esika had borrowed from 
the Buddhist logician, namely, Pras’astapada from DihnSga. His ground 
was one which deserves to be appreciated more than is commonly done. 
He wrote: “Years and years before Dihnaga and Pras’astapada lived, there 
must have existed a mutual intellectual influence of Brahminism and 
Buddhism. When we look for instance at the different examples of 
hetvabhasas and other ahhasas which VidyabhSsana quotes from the 
Hyayapraves’a, then one circumstance strikes us immediately: nearly half 
of the examples have to do with the eternality or the transiency of sound.” 
Add to this one more circumstance, and it ought to put an end to all 
unwarranted speculation about the originality of a particular doctrine in 
BrShmana or Bauddha logic: as is well known several Brahmanas in that age, 
who may be presumed to have had training in Brahmanical S’astras, became 
Buddhists — and Dihnaga is a conspicuous example of this class — although 
the converse of this would appear to be very rare owing to the exclusiveness 
of the Brahmanical caste. Keith, however, has emphatically asserted that 
“Pras’astapada was indebted for his system largely to DiiinSga 
and even Randle, who has been very cautious in his committals in 
this matter is inclined to believe “ that Dihnaga was earlier than 
Pras’astapSda, although in some cases where similarity of logical 
tenets or illustrations is to be found between them, this may be due to 
Pras’astapada having borrowed from a V ais’esika writer earlier than Dinnaga 
rather than from Dihnaga himself. ” It will thus be observed that the 
problem of the relative chronology and indebtedness of Pras’astapada and 
Dihnaga is by no means simple : it is particularly dfficult, as we know 
definitely that there were Vais’esika commentators before Pras’astapada and 
Buddhist logicians before Dihnaga. For example, when we see that parti- 
cular doctrines which are not found in the Vais’esika Sutras are found in 
the Pras’astapada Bha?ya and are referred to by Dihnaga and even his 
predecessors, we may be tempted to conclude that all these Buddhist 
writers including Dihnaga were posterior to Pras’astapada. But, says 
Mr. Randle, “ since there were Vais’esika commentators before 
Pras’astapada whose comments Pras’astapada embodied in his Bhasya, it is 
these earlier commentators who are cited and referred to by Dihnaga and 
his Bauddha predecessors.” 
in 



While the j general force of this line of argument may well be 
admitted, it is impossible to rule out every parallel on the simple plea 
that it may have been taken by Dihnaga not from Pras’astapada but from 
one of his NTais’esika predecessors. Such a position would paralyse all 
argument from parallels. Some of the considerations which Stcherbatsky 
has cited in his later work to show that Pras’astapada could well have been 
a contemporary of Vasubandhu, the Buddhist teacher of Dihnaga, may be 
here noted i 

(1) Vasubandhu quotes the Vais’esika definition of dw not 

according to the text of the Sutra but according to the text of 
Pras’astapada’s Bhasya, viz., siiHi.” “ It is hardly 

to supposed that both Pras'astapada and Vasubandhu refer 
to an older source” — comments Stcherbatsky. 

(2) The Vais’esika theory of sound — that it consists of a series 
terminating at the place of hearing—which Vasubandhu 
criticises is the one found in the Pras’astapada Bhasya and 
not in the Vais’esika Sutras. " This artificial theory ” says 
Stcherbatsky “ is not found in the Bhasya and Pras’astapada 
is manifestly its author. ” “ It follows from these facts ”, 
concludes this Russian scholar giving his revised opinion, 
“that Pras’astapada is either a predecessor or a contemporary of 
Vasubandhu. ” 

We must, however, before accepting this position consider the 
arguments which have been definitely advanced to prove that Dinnaga 
was earlier than Pras’astapada. 

There are several other considerations which, although they do not 
oonclusively establish Pras’astapada’s priority, constitute prima facie 
evidence in its favour - — 

(1) One such noted by Randle is a passage in the chapter on the 
Bauddha-Dars’anain the Sarva-dars’ena-saingraha. The Passage 
runs thus '• 

i jran 
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5f ^ q^i?( =^Ri^g: t 5(fn% !»mR»?ir 8 ?ra!Rt?iffi: ii ” 5 ^. 

It may be said that the lines quoted after in this passage 

have been introduced as a criticism of Pras’astapflda regarding 
^IWRJT and it has been attributed by Dharmabhiisana ( a 
Jaina writer of the sixteenth or sevententh century A. D.) to 
Dihnaga. This would show that Dihnaga is posterior to 
Pras’astapada. But, against this, it should be noted that the 
passage is quoted not as Dihnaga’s criticism of Pras’astapada’s 
dictum, but as his criticism of the doctrine. Moreover, 
the value of Dharmabhusana’s attribution of the passage 
to Diunaga is very much discounted by the fact that 
Dharmabhiisana belongs to a much later age, which is some 
twelve hundred years after Dihnaga, when it might have 
been a tradition to attribute all criticims of ?tWP*r to 
Dihnaga, the great apostle, if not the founder, of the 
Against this, some consideration may be shown to the fact that 
if the passage could be quoted by a writer of the 13th century 
it may not be impossible for a writer of the sixteenth to know 
the name of its author. Assuming then that the passage 
belongs to Dihnaga, the primii facie deduction from this 
passage is fuither strengthened by the consideration that 
“Pras’astapada does not reply to Dihnaga’s criticism, as he 
might be expected to do if he had written later than Dihnaga. ’’ 
(Randle). But, as Randle has pointed out, the argument is far 
from conclusive. I would add that for the purpose of the 
argument it is not necessary to rely upon the passage quoted 
in the Sarvadars’ana-saiiigraha. If there be any value in an 
argument from silence, there is the silence of Pras’astapada who 
does not refer to any of Dihnaga’s criticisms of found 

elsewhere. 

(2) Vais’efika Siitra IX., ii, 1, ( 

enumerates the real relations which form the basis of 
Inference. The Sutra is in harmony with the Buddhist view 
which divides Igs into W^i®, and But 

Pras’astapada substitutes for these particular relations the 



general relation of and in doing bo he remarks that 

the Vais’. Sfitra was only illustrating the different varieties 
of positive and negative, which was the general head 

under which all the particular varieties could be subsumed. 
And yet, Pras’astapada, although he had occasion to do so, 
does not say one word about the Buddhist doctrine formu- 
lated by Dihnaga. This would show that Pras’astapada 
was earlier than Dihnaga. After pointing out this consideration 
in favour of Pras’astapada’s priority, Randle adds : “ The 

argument is only from silence. But it would have weight 
if supported by other linos of evidence. ” I think other 
lines of evidence are not wanting. 

( 3 ) Another consideration which Randle regards as a strong piece 
of evidence for placing Pras’astapSda after Dihnaga proves the 
very opposite, owing to a basic inadvertence on his part. He 
says with reference to ‘the antinomic reason’ : 

“If Dihnaga was the originator of the conception of the anti- 
nomic reason, viruddhavyabMearin, which is found in the 
Nyayadvara as well as in the Nyayapraves’a, then it is definitely 
proved that Pras’astapada came later : for he refers to the 
viruddhavyabhicarin by name, and gives reasons for rejecting the 
conception. And, he adds *• “ This argument has had great 

weight with me, in the absence of any indication that the 
viruddhavyabhicarin was mentioned by any writer earlier than 
Dihnaga.” Now, as a matter of fact, Pras’astapada does not 
refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name ; it is his commentator 
S’ridhara, the author of the Nyayakandali, who does so- 
Consequently, there is no reason to conclude that Pras’asta- 
pada came later. On the contrary, Pras’astapfida introduces 
this hetvabhasa merely as “ ” mentioned by some 

(“%ra't.”), and the illustration which he gives 511% 

huh: ) does not occur in the NySyapraves’a. 

Nor, is that illustration the same as that recorded by Dharma- 
kirti as an illustration of a hetvabhasa which 

was recognized by Dihnaga, as Dharmottara adds. It is 
obvious, therefore, that Pras’astapl’da had not before hina the 
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viruddhavyahhicarin of DinnSga, with the illustration given 
in the Nyajaprives’a or in some other work to which 
Dharmottara was referring; and considering that Pras’astapSda 
does not “ refer to viruddhavyahhicarin by name" one may 
presume that he was not aware of Dinnaga’s terminology.* 

(4) Another small consideration weighing in favour of Pras’asta' 
pSda’s priority is that Pras’astapada does not subdividel%^5|i^*lRf, 
while the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves’a both give a 
fourfold division. This, however, is open to the reply; “This 
may only show that the Bauddha logicians introduced formal 
development into the earlier Vais’esika logic which they 
borrowed, and that Pras’astapada was'not prepared to accept 
the innovation.” (Randle.) 

(5) From the clumsy terminology of the subdivision of the 
fallacies of Exemplification ( ) in Pras’astapada as 
distinguished from Difmaga one may naturally conclude that 
DinnSga came after Pras’astapada and improved on his 
terminology. But Randle would still place Difmaga after 
Pras’astapSda and credit Pras’astapada with “unwillingness to 
accept even gifts from the enemy. This is too ingenious.” 

In view of the evidence which has been collected and discussed above 
I am of opinion that the balance of probability is in favour of Pras’astapada’s 
priority to Dinnaga — a view which Stcherbatsky has urged against his own 
theory of an earlier date. 


^ I have discussed this question at more length in my Notes pp. 61-.66, On 
p. 65, at the end of the first paragraph I have faid *^Had the been Buddhistg 

Pras^astapada would not hasre called the proposition which is another 

word for But I think I ought to modify that statement by adding: 

‘<Bot it is possible that Pras’astapada may be referring to Buddhists who had taken 
their illustration from the earlier Vaisesikas and consequently when Pras’afltapada 
asks the other party to call it he uses the Buddhist nomenclature and not his 

own, his own being of a different kind which is illustrated by 
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IV. The problem of Dipnaga’s contributions to 
Indian Logic. 

Closely connected with the above, but resting on a wider basis, 
is the question of the original contributions which Dihnaga is supposed to 
have made to Indian Logic •• 

(1) One such contribution, it is said, is the view that the 
proposition, the point of disputation or the thesis, is a 
judgment not the terms of a judgment.’’* This view is 
expressed in the Pramanasamuccaya Ch II t and the passage in 
which it occurs has been quoted by Vacaspatimis’ra in the 
Nyayavartikatatparya as Dihnaga’s — which is now extracted 
as Fragment F J for easy reference. The substance of the verses 
has been thus summarised by Vacaspatimis’ra: “ 

5111, ” The doctrine which is here attributed to Diriuaga and 
is found in a work which is indisputably his, does not appear 
for the first time in his logic, nor is it peculiar to him. That 
the problem had occupied the attention of earlier logicians 
is clear from Dinnaga’s reference to different views prevailing 
on the subject. Moreover, the very tenet which is regarded 
as a contribution of Dinnaga’s to the logical theory is traceable 
to earlier writers. Vatsyayana, the author of the Nyayabhasya 
while saying that fire was inferred from smoke ( “ 

” ) in a passage where the precise form of the Probandum 
was not under discussion but only the different types of 
Inference, says in another place where the form of the Pro- 
bandun required to be carefully stated for interpreting the 
Sutra •• — “ 

311^5*1: 51®^ ira I U ” Conformably to this 

Uddyotakara, the Vartikakara, says in the Vartika on N.S. 
I. i. 33 " 'wt 

How is it then that in the passage quoted above, Uddyotakara and 
his commentator — Vacaspatimis’ra — criticise Dihnaga ? A careful study of 


* Suginra's Hin^n Logic” p. 34. Vidyabhussna's H. I. L. p. 281. 
t See Dr. Vidyabhusapa’s “ History of Icdian Logic ” p. 282. 

J Fragments from Dihnaga pp. 18-21 by Dr. Handle. 
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the points which are raised in the course of the discussion will show that 
what they really criticise is not the doctrine of Dinnaga’s in its abstract 
form, but the doctrine as applied to the particular case of the smoke and 
the fire where their locality is not visible owing to distance. As Vacaspati 
says : “ 

: ” — that is to say, Dinnaga’s theory will break down in the case 
of the smoke whose locality is invisible owing to distance ( “ *1^ 3 3^*1 

^ ” &c ). Then after discussing the ordinary view that 

fire is inferred from smoke as its invariable concomitant, Uddyotakara and 
Vacaspatimis’ra opine that what happens in such a case is that one parti- 
cular character of smoke (aru^mfli) is inferred from another character of the 
same smoke ( sroi: ” ). Next, taking the other 

stock illustration “ 3 trc?i: ”, Uddyotakara explains “ 

srif( nwqi^'^sj w. thus : — “ ^rsrr arasi f i 

Thus, the theory 

of the is held by the Brahmana logicians just as well as by DiunSga 
and his school. 

Similarly, in the first of the two famous verses “J??; 

i'” which Pras’astapada quotes from Kas’yapa 
the word ‘ ’ means, as the commentator says, “ aiaieqt^qwcivjwtrf^gf 

i” Kuraarila, who comes a few centuries after Dinnaga, discusses the 
problem in the S’lokavartika in a set of verses which in point of reasoning 
bear a close resemblance with the verses quoted from the Pramanasamuccaya. 
Now, it is difficult to believe that the anti-Buddhistic Brahmana would 
have swallowed the view of Dinnaga if it were a pure heresy from the 
orthodox logic. For example, Uddyotakara does not hesitate to indulge 
in carping and even irrelevant criticism whenever he comes across the 
logical heresies of Buddhists. 

( 2 ) Another signal reform in Indian logic with which Dinnaga 
is credited is his rejection of the five-membered syllogism. 
While Maitreya* spoke of two kinds of theses ( flR ) 
' arifJTeq?'? ’ and ‘ qtfiqjHr ’f and Vasubandhu described two 

* Dr. Vidyabhusana’s H. 1. 1. L. p. 264. 

f Could thia terminology have been suggested by the^ and of 

the Yaiyakaranas ? 
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kinds of syllogism* one of five parts and the other of two 
it was Dinnaga who took the decisive step of rejecting 
and as superfluous even in the Pararthanumana. 
There can be no doubt that the Sfltrakara and the Bhasyakara of 
the Nyayadars’ana recognize only the five-membered syllogism, 
and yet it is curious to observe that in the numberless arguments 
which they employ in justifying their system and convincing 
their opponents they hardly set forth the five-membered syllo- 
gism. In the Vaisesika school the distinction between 
and has been recognized by Pras’astapada whose corres- 
ponding terms are and but he has not 

like Dinnaga reduced the latter to three members. If the 
logical theory which does away with atsiq and from the 
Pararthanumana be sound,— of which I am not altogether sure — 
the credit for the reform evidently belongs to Dinnaga. 

(3) It is said that “the significance of the middle term (called 
Hetu) for inference and hence for the theory of reasoning, is for 
the first time discussed by Dinna [ Dinnaga ] and the result of 
his study is the famous doctrine of the 'three Phases of Hetu’f. 
This is known as the doctrine of the ‘IfR’ or the three essential 
conditions of a good hetu, which are enumerated in our text 
as and ‘ These are the same 

as the conditions which were laid down in the couplets of 
Kas’yapa which Pras’astapada has quoted and to which we refer- 
red in the preceding paragragh. It has been said, however, 
that there was borrowing from Dinnaga on the part of Pras’asta- 
pada, and “this borrowing I Pras’astapada has tried to conceal,” 
and such a thing is in entire accord with the natural wish of a 
school, when it has to appropriate fruitful ideas from another 
to disguise and adopt them in form if not in substance.” 

I refuse to base my conclusions on the hypothesis of a moral 
depravity on the part of Pras astapada which there is no reason 
to assume. I rather agree with Dr. Randle in thinking that 


* H. I. L. p. 269. 
t Sngiura’a “Hindu Logic” p, 35. 
{ Btoherbatsky. 
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“ the effrontery of such a claim (that the doctrine originated 
in the school of Kas’yapa i. e. the Vais’esikas), if the doctrine 
had really originated recently in the Bauddha schools, would be 
incredible”. There still remains one important point to 
consider : Does in the couplet mean ‘connected 

with the which is the subject * of the inference (aigw)’ and 
thus correspond to the first of the three conditions 

mentioned in our text; or does it mean ‘connected with the 
in the narrow sense of ‘ the major term,’ thus emphasising the 
necessity of invariable concomitance between the middle and 
the major ? Dr, Keith proposes the latter interpretation, and in 
support of it he argues that the clue to the meaning of 
is to be found in the ‘ of ‘ ’ which admittedly means 

til'ST (major term), and not As against this we must 

remember that the double meaning of the word ‘ ’ or 

is by no means rare in books of early logic, both Brahmana and 
Bauddha, But even if we take the word ‘ aigqq ’ in the narrow 
sense of it does not necessarily follow that the condition 
means only the invariable concomitance of the laf (middle) 
and the ( major ) ; for it may still mean that which is 
bound up with, that is, coexisting with, the in a common 
substratum. Dr. Keith’s interpretation, though simpler 
than that of the commentator, is not borne out by the sequel 
in Pras’astapSda’s Bhasya. While explaining the lines of 
Kas’yapa, Pras’astapada distinguishes between the meaning of 
‘ ’ as occurring in the first half of the line and that 

occurring in the second through the pronoun ; thus 
‘ ’ and ‘ ’ which justifies the commen* 

tator’s explanation noted above. Moreover, among the 
fallacies which arise from the violation of the essential condi* 
tions, both KSs’yapa and Pras’astapada mention sires which 
is a fallacy arising from want of which must therefore 

be included in the list of those conditions. It is not right to 
say that this line of reasoning begs the question, for 
Kas’yapa himself has included siRrs among fallacies (‘ 

and so has Pras’astapada, whose 

♦ 3T^v: vjjff-S’ridhara in the NyBynkandali, 

iv 
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iilustratioiia of the particular fallacy clearly show the necessity 
of including among the essential conditions of a 

good hetu. It should be noted that in thus interpreting the 
language which conveys the essential conditions of a good hetu, 
in the light of the fallacies which arise from their violation, we 
are not using an extraneous test, but one which is supplied by 
the statement in the following couplet viz. etc. 

Furthermore, even direct proof of the commentator’s interpreta- 
tion of in #^5’ being correct is furnished by 

Pras’astapada’s mention of a fallacy called where 

unquestionably means and the fallacy is an earlier 

name of the later The reader will be interested to 

know that a stanza in the Mudraraksasa which seems to have been 
founded upon the conditions laid down in these couplets supports 
the above interpretation. The relevant line in the stanza runs 
thus ■ its# ^ iqq^si 

i” These lines are an exact parallel of Kas’yapa’s couplet. 
Here means q$,’ says the commentator, and rightly ; 

this can never mean concomitance with the for we cannot 
say that q? is in 5% although we can say qit is wi%5 with 
“Moreover,” as Randle says, “the doctrine [ of trairhpya] 
is already implicitly present in Vatsyayana’s BhSsya on N.S. 
V, 34 and even in that sutra itself.’’ I would further cite the 
Bhasya on N. S. I, i, 34*35 where it is said : — first, 

next =5 and lastly g5i|^'’i5'qKfm...etc — the 

conditions corresponding respectively to 
and ‘ <qq% ‘qiorqw.’ which make the trairfipya of the hetu. 

(4) Dinnaga is said to have “introduced a universal proposition to 
take the place of the old analogical examples. ” This view is 
Strongly supported by Dr. Keith who advances two arguments 
in its favour* 

(1) First, a close scrutiny of the different parts of the five* 
membered syllogism and their context would show that 
originally the reasoning of the inference was supposed to 
proceed from the example to the case under consideration. 


* Edth’g I. L. A. p. p. 87 and p. 104, 
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and not from a universal proposition supported by exam* 
pies ; i. e. it proceeded from particular to particular by 
analogy in the manner approved by J. S. Mill”, and not as 
other logicians hold from the universal to the particular. 

(2) “ Pras’astapada recognises the necessity of the universal 
proposition, but it is more likely that for this reform he is 
indebted to Dinnaga than vice versa; for priori itismore 
reasonable to assume that Pras’astapada owes the principles 
to a school in which it had a natural right to exist. ” 

It is difficult to take the second argument seriously, for it is well- 
known that the logic of a system is not always consistent with its 
metaphysics. However, if the argument is pressed, it can be easily met by 
a counter-argument that the universal proposition on which inference 
is based has a better 'right to exist’ in a system which recognises the 
reality of universals than in one which knows of no universal but only the 
particulars. It was the believer in the universal who later on felt 
the necessity of explaining the validity of the universal proposition 
as a basis of inference, and therefore, assumed a peculiar nou'empirical 
( ) variety of or 5i?qrei% for its apprehension, which he 

called !i<Jn?rra. As pointed by Dr. Randle, “the NaiySyika 

(Brahraana)8ofar from admitting that the principle has a natural right to 
exist in an idealistic system, emphatically denies that such a system has any 
right to such an idea.” ( See Randle’s F. D. p. 54; and N.V.T. p. 127). 

Before dealing with the first ground I will put forward certain 
evidence based on the terminology of the Nyaya Dars’ana which points to a 
recognition of the universal proposition in the process of Inference and will 
also cite passages to disprove the view that with Gautama and Vatsyayana 
Inference was only a reasoning from particulars to an adjacent particular. 

The word as also the word 'wurp,’ literally means 'going down’ 
and implies the process of descending from the universal to the particular .f 

^ Dr. Keith calls this jnanalaksana, which is obviously a slip. ( See I, L. A. 
p, 104). 

f It also meant the general principle as opposed to exceptions which are 
particulars, because it was from the general principle that one came down ( ) to 

particulars. In this sense the word is used in the PratiSakhya: 

I )• 

That was based on < gathering together ^ of examples which yield the 
conclusion was known to Yaska also and even to his predeceessor Anpamanyava whose 
opinion he quotes ( ^JTTfrq' ^ ^ 

) in his Nirukta. 
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which etymologically is the reverse o£ means ‘carrying up’, and 
it implies the opposite process of carrying up the particulars to the 
universal. The word we render by ‘Example’ in English, but in doing 
so miss the significance of the Sanskrit original. is that in which 
i. e. a truth or principle* is (observed), as distinguished from that 

is the truth which is proved. Another word used in the Nyayasfitras 
which bears clear testimony to the recognition of the general law as the 
basis of Inference is /. e. the hetu with or variability as 

opposed to invariability which is its necessary implication as a condition of 
valid reasonsing. 

Luckily, we have still more convincing proof of the position which 
I am here trying to establish, in the shape of certain syllogistic illustra* 
tions. VStsyayana has given in the course of his commentaries on the 
Nyayasfitras. For example, in the Bhasya on I. i. 34 he explains the force 
of as a hetu of by adding 

) which is a clear enunciation of the posi- 
tive general principle on which the argument is based; the nega- 

tive counterpart of the same being given in the Bhasya on the next sfitra 
as " which is the and is illustrated by . 

(“etWcJit Rjirn t ^ In the Bhasya 

on sfitra 39 where all the five are formally set forth we read as an 
illustration of not but i” 

Similarly, in the commentary on I. ii, 7 which defines Vstsyayana 

uses language which shows a clear preception of the value of the universal 
principle. Thus, instead of saying he says: 

“aiRosr: ^ ” wherein writers 

used only to the Aristotelian syllogism, which contains a general proposition 
without the particular vouchers on which it rests, suspect an argnent from 
particulars to an adjacent particular as soon as they see a particular mentioned 
in the syllogism. As a matter of fact, the particular example serves only as 
a voucher of the general law. Even the Buddhist logician, therefore, 
speaks of and not Not only was the universal proposition 

known to (rautama and VStsyayana as the basis of Inference, they even saw 
that the universality might be misleading unless it was carefully scrutinized- 


* Of. Bh. Gita II, 16 . 

f Here the predicate is placed before the subject just as in sntfV: therefore, 

it is;=i^fv*13f'fi%V^^and is thus a good 
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Hence they mention a certain type of fallacy which they call ‘snft’ or 
‘generality’, that is, a fallacy consisting of a misleading generalization which 
can be opposed by another generalization giving rise to a logical deadlock, 
unless and until it is removed by the discovery of some particular point 
( ) which would turn the balance in favour of one or the other. As 
VatsySyana points out under N. S. I. i. 39 “ ^ 

5 

Uddyotakara’s criticism of the notion of ‘ 3 ?^ 5 ii»?R’ and that of 
' ’* as the basis of Inference has been adduced as a plausible 

ground for holding that his Brfthmana predecessors could not 
have originated the doctrine of s^JiIh (universal proposition) of which aff^JUvn^t 
and are but negative forms. But the objection is based upon 

a superficial view of the paragraphs in which the criticism occurs. For, it 
should be noted that it is not the doctrine of or ‘'lR(iJl 5 lJt?g!i’ 

that Uddyotakara critcises, but only the particular form in which the 
definition is worded. 

The Vais’esika ISfitras similarly contain some clear indications of 
the recognition of the universal proposition as the basis of Inference. 
In Sfltra III. i. U, ‘ aiulli ’ is explained by the 

commentator as “ 5211%;” . The explanation is correct. Inference 

is here said to be resting on the statement of the hetu ( ) based 
upon ‘ aihis ’ i. e. well-established concomitance. If Inference had been 
regarded as proceeding directly from the example to the subject we 
would have been so told; instead of that we are clearly given to under- 
stand that the I3 as a mark of the must have been previously ‘well- 
known ’ or ‘ well-established ’ ~ a condition which cannot be 

said to be fulfilled by a 53 which simply belongs to an example or 
belongs to it along with the unless it is in fulfilment < f a well- 
known and well-established principle. Again, in Sfitra IX. ii. i, “ 

there would have been 
no point in specifying the different kinds of relations which generally 
figure in the universal proposition, if the Inference proceeded straight 
from the example ( S 2 Pci ) to the subject ( ). 

In view of this direct and indirect evidence which I have cited, it 
is impossible to agree with Mr. Keith when he says that “the third member 
of the syllogism is nothing more than an example, and that the original 


* Bee N. Vartika on NB. I. i, 6, 



in his Pafijika, and commenting upon the text of the Vrtti he does not 
think that the addition of “ ^ in the word has been made owing to the 
necessity of filling up the measure of the verse, and in this view he is justified 
by the fact that even lower down in the prose passage where no such 
necessity exists Haribhadra uses the words “ which 

the PaQjikS explains " a^5?^fira etc. The word ‘ wii ’ however, 

like the additions in the Tibetan and Chinese mss, is only a description 
and not a part of the title. Similarly, in view of the concise style 
combined with the weighty matter of the work, it came to be described as 
’ and it was so known to Haribhadra when he wrote his Vrtti. 

3. Commentaries,— 

It seems that the Nyayapraves’a wasa very popular work on Logic and 
was commented upon by a number of Jaina as well as Buddhist writers. 
Haribhadra, a Jaina writer, whose commentaty — “ ” — is here pub- 

lished, knew of a number of learned and elaborate commentaries on thesNyaya- 
praves’a*, of which the one by Areata, a Kashmirian Buddhist scholar, seems 
to have attracted most attention, t Areata is mentioned by the Jaina 
logician Batnaprabhasfiri the author of the SyadvadaratnkarSvatarika 
(dated 1181. A.D.) who characterises him as clever in debate (“ 
and he has criticised Dharmottara, who lived about 847 A. D, His date 
thus falls somewhere in the tenth century. J 

Haribhadra. The author of the Vrtti, is " Haribhadra II 
(see Dr. Vidyabhftsana’s “ H. I. L.” pp 208-10). He was an erudite 
scholar, who was well-versed in Buddhist as well as in Jaina logic, as is 
evident from the passages which he has quoted from the works of 
J)inna or Dinn%a, Dharmapala and Dharmakirti along with those of 
Siddhasena, Samantabhadra and Mallavadin, in his Anekantavadajayapataki- 
tika,§ This is further borne out by his interest in the Nyayapraves’a, and his 
acquaintance with the commentaries of this work, to some of which he 
makes references is his Vrtti. 

UTsnaspwi II 

t Bee Notes p.p. 2, 4, 10. &c. 

I Aboat 900 A. D. — Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhdwpa, on the evidence 
mentioned above ( H. I. L. p. p. 331-32 ). 

§ See Dr. 8. V’s. H. I. L. p. 209. 
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The date assigned to Haribhadrasiiri by Dr. S. G. YidySbh^da^a 
is '‘about 1120 A. D." * This, however, will have to be put a little earlier, 
in view of the date which has to be assigned to his commentator 
l^ars’vadevagani. 

Pars' vadevagani, the author of the Pahjika on Haribhadra S^’s 
Yrtti, states the date of the composition of his work as follows: — 

f^oiurt ^ ii (jjji. s. f. p, 82) 

The symbolical statement of the date contained in the first line has 
been interpreted as Yikrama Samvat 1189, =‘ 1133 A. D. ■’ by Dr. S. C. 
Yidyabhusana, and this has been accepted by Pandit Yidhus’ekhara 
Bhattcaharya.t The “Jaina Granthavali” (published by the JainaS’vetambara 
Conference, Bombay ), however, gives the date as V.S 1169 i. e. 1113 A. D. 
The differece arises from the difference in the interpretation of the word 
*' W ” in the above quoted verse. Does “ W ” stand for 8 or 6 ? Fortunately 
we have a test in the details of the month, the fortnight, and the naksatra 
mentioned in the verse. 1 referred the question to my learned colleague 
Pandit Bamayatna Ojha, Head of the Department of Jyanytisain the Oriental 
College of the Benares Hindu University, and requested him to apply the 
test. He found that the details accorded with the Yikrama year 1169 i. e. 
1113 A. D. } From this incidentally we learn that Pars’vadevagapi 
belonged to that part of the country where the month is commenced with 
the dark and ended with the bright fortnight t. e. Northern India. 

S'ricandra is the author of the *' NySyapraves’atippana ” which 
Dr. S. C. YidySbhfi^na describes as “ a supercommentary on the 
NySyapraves’a Yrtti of Haribhadrasfiri”* In the Brha^ppanikS it is described 

This shows by the way that S^ricandra 
knows the main work as and not as ‘ wiRsw ’ as supposed by 

Dr. Yidyabbfisana and Prindpal Yidfaus'ekbara. The work is said to have 
been composed in Y. S. 1168=1112 A. D. This makes it one year older 
«:ban the Pimjikft of PSrs’vadevagi^. 

* In Dr. S. 0. VidyabhAjapig H. I. L. p. 208. 

t See Kyayapravee'a Part II ( Tibetan Text ) G. 0. 8. p. 11. 

J He writes rtt t fe IS<r |l 

f«nf|!vn<sp*newi «ii 1 

T 
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Manniorlptis— 

The present edition of the Nyayapraves’a and its Vrtti and the 
Pafljika of the Vrtti has been based upon the following four manuscripts of 
which the first three were placed at my disposal by the Baroda State 
and the last was supplied by my learned and esteemed friend Jaina 
Acarya S’ri Vijaya-Nemisfiriji of Ahmedabad •• — 

1. text — fol. 2 , original from Hemacandra<^rya 
Jain Sabha, Patan. A photostat copy of this is preserved 
in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

2. (1) fol. 16, original in the Oriental Institute, 
No. 2844. 

(2) Second copy, fol. 6, preserved in the Jaina Jnana-Mandira, 
Pravartaka S'ri Kantivijayaji S’as’trasarhgraha, Baroda. 

3. — (1) palm-leaf old and dilapidated, fol. 119 
minus 1,4,62-64, 67,70, and 90, obtained from Khetarvasi 
Jain Bhandar, Pa^. A photostat copy of this is also 
preserved in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

(2) Second copy with folia 19, 20, 22-24 only obtained 
from the library of the late Mr. T. M. Tripathi of Nadiad. 

4. with a new copy on paper, fol. 14 

with 15 lines to a page, supplied to me by AcSrya 
S’ri Vijaya-Nemi-Sfiriji of Ahmedabad from his Bhandar. 

5, Thanks and Apologies — ^I mnst apologize to the reader for the 
numerous misprints that have escaped my notice owing to hurried proof- 
reading. Instead of making a separate list of Errata, big and small, I have 
corrected all the important misprints at their proper place in the Notes— 
an arrangement which I venture to think will be found more serviceable 
than the usual one of putting up a list at the end of a book. There is 
one correction, however, which I should specially mention. When the first 
few tomes of this work begiiining with the text of the Nyayapraves’a, which 
were first printed at Baroda, were reprinted at the Bombay Vaibhava Press 
In order to secure unifomity of print and paper — for which I am 
speoally indebted to Dr. Binoytosa Bhattacharya, the General Editor of 
the G. 0. S. — ^I seized the opportunity for correcting an important 
passage on P. 4 11 1077 relating to the Hetvabhasa “ 





” The reading in the first print which Pandit Yidhas’ekhara 
has used for his Comparative Notes was based on the old manuscripts of 
the Nyftyapraves’a ( No. 1 ) of the Baroda Library and ran as follows:*— 

I cI5r SI3T$ I II” 

and after it was placed in brackets the reading of the press copy 
prepared for me by the Baroda Office which ran as follows : — “ aisRtHi: 

^ N» ^ 

The brackets happened to be left out io the first 
print I This gave a very unsatisfactory text which is now completely 
corrected on the authority of the two other manuscripta-No. 3 and 4 in tfiq 
list made above. 


In thanking all those whose manuscripts I have used in the 
preparation of this work, I must particularly mention 
my late lamented pupil and friend, Mr. C. R. Dalai, who 
placed the collected manuscripts at my disposal ; also, Acftrya 
S'ri Vijaya-Nemi-Sfiriji who supplied me with his beautiful copy of 
the Nyftyapraves’aka Vrtti immediately on request. I am also grateful— 
far more than I can express'-^to the late-lamented Mr. Kudalkar, Superinten- 
dent of the Manuscript Library of the Baroda State, and to Dr. Benoytosa 
Bhattacharya, the present General Editor of the G. 0. S, for the 
utmost courtesy, patience and consideration which they have shown 
during the period of the long delay which has unavoidably occurred in 
the publication of this work. My long illness in 1923 and my constant 
preoccupations with the heavy academic and administrative work of 
the Benares Hindu University are my only excuse. This expression of 
regret I also owe to the world of Oriental scholars who have evinced a keen 
interest in the publication of the ‘‘Nyayapraves’a of Dinnaga'’ ever since it 
was announced, I am thankful to my friend and collaborator Pandit 
Vidhus’ekhara Bhattacharya for promptly bringing out the Tibetan 
edition of the Nyayapraves'a as Part II of the work in the G. 0. S., and 
thus satisfying to a large extent the curiosity of these scholars. 

A. B. Dhruva. 
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;TtTqT^R[^: ^ R^3l¥qWJ I I 

irqqit^^i^ i ^ qprqlqsris'Ei^’l frqq^^fq'qiq: I qqt 
5niqraqqiqi^: i ^ q§q ^ivn^n^ i qtqms^j q^- 

t % qjqiq^«q^ l ^nqq m-m jm i qq ^qqrqm qmmi^ I 

q?fq(^ q I qrqf^'^sf^ sRq^n(|iqq^: qqrqm I 

■iqqiqro qt^jqqiqq^q’kjqqiH i q^qiq q q^ijmiqq^- 

^Hqn% jqqiqwijftfq ii f?qq q^ qn%FR 

%% qq #iq^ qqttq i q^ ^ q^qq q4 q^i^ qqq* 
q|qiq I fq qTq«^ ^ I qqi ^ qiq: qqtqj || 

qw i ^q q q q I qtqq|q«» qq qwt% qrtqtrqm 

q q?qqigqi^ 1 qrqf^q^qiq^i i qqr qi^ qq q^qq: 
qv qi^ qgqkqfq ^ ^s?qt qgq^^ ii nmitt 



sr. ?o ? ] 




(U) 


3?^^^ ^a( qra»R|q^ qft 

I ^ ^ jr??^ ^5q?!T^ I 

m *ft^ *iR qR'^?R ft'WJ I 3»p5?: 

« \ qsnRH siT^HRu I 

I ^ RWISfn%TfR 5R*igflR^ I 

=^: ^ I I ^ ^q^lURq’sflJ^ JfR- 

I fwr in?Rg*iRmra^ ^ I g 

<J I ^ ^^’>T fR II 3ITc*TW^ 1 

3R?ih^Rt ^{m I I 3nr*R: I 

^ 3 I ^iRmqi^qwn’qRiqig^ I ^ 

\\ q?R: II qR’qjq^^^ I qRW3»n^ ^q rr% anRiq- 

q ^Rq|qR qqi; i ^ ^3 Rwif^: 

q^q(5gqRqq qq^qi^qRf^Rl^ R^RmR ^ R- 

qi3% ^^qRiRqiJTRR I qq qiq: I ^qiqq^i^^n%- 
\% qRiq; I qq Rqq qri^sqRwq %m ^qiq^ I ^iq^^Rif 1 ^ 
Rq^iq^TRqRq^^ qR^T^qR^^I^RRtnnR I I 

^qfq qrlTR^R 5[ri^^»qR q^#RJRRRIrRqq|q«iqt- 
^iq qRj^rqiRRT^R^qiiqRT^i: I q^raqqRq: rr fiq rr* 
Ro qqqR5|qR II 


fri jRf?T I qfq q^: II II ^ Rqqi^5^ qqR^s^ 
3|Rqq?RT ^tRI: I q^^'t^^IR^HRlR SRt^q^ ^RRJ| 
^Rw^q qq I fT q I qq^'q q^q^qq- 

Vi qq^Rm I qqq 3 qq;RH«?q%q^ 1 qqi^iqR qq^i^ m^- 



(?^) [wnsi.so^ 

I ^ I I3Rf^(^ I ^ ^- 

» m I m i 




qT*it »ti^ II 


m — I I 3|55^ 

<: ?RJWq?l^ ?f^R^5i5Fr^I^ It I 

mi «fl<rnt jpn^5i|^ ^;^f| ^ sRl^fti^ ^\^ I i 

I ?!Rr^!T^ip!:: I 3 

qwiWa^ I m I 


^ snatr^f^T^S^ II 
II 

%q I i 5q^(vl'4)W^J I 


m II ^ <j^T%^Tf^ ^vR3g[ I I 

^ ^ ^5n% WR I ^ 



I 


3^^qi ^ f^- 



ST. ?o ? ] STTHIST^IfT^t ( X^ ) 

I TTt*r>?^!i% TTiJ 3»|5T II # 

WJ I ’R j q^ s qri n f^ T T ^ ^4; ^ W* I 

W^i I ^ ^ ^ I qnr ^ q^n^; | apj q^- 

» ^qRT5 I ^4 ^ TTf 'Traf^lTRSi >iR<^ I Tl^ r«|«l4f4fRt 
w I ^ q?j|f ^qj’qj I ^^Fqqjui^q 

^ gai I w q4nn^ i 

^^4 TfrqqTn^ i h qlrf: I i% ?if| i iq- 

< ^q;iT I 3Tq% q|4M|4^ri5q: | 

w qqrnf^t ^ TT?nf^ i h ^»qq;s4: aw- 
’qi^ ^ i q^nf^q^qn^ qn^f^Tni^sq iq^^rni^: i 
ar^ ^iqq^: I aTi4t^45^Tn%qn% w qimi^ I 

^ 5TOf(q4 wn 3rrer»nq4t f?^qn4(q I m ^- 
qf44 q^J 4 q^^j ii 4 ^ q#T3(^ ^?gi?qu i W 
q'q^n^rRTT: ii f% qiNq^fq i ff ^ qTi«T^s44i% 
q;^i%Ri4: ^rq5Ri5q^qr q#T^<^n% m- 

TT^ I ^TTT^: qj^’q#iiqf^4ts4{ q^qi^ qiqqi?i4 l 

qqr q^^qqqsi^ sd^- 
qmq iR^q i q^qi^rqitqTsni^^^Ti^ l q:i4 %w^- 

q'qRi^ I ^4 4 i w g q:|^i^5 ^rqqdh'q 

^iqq qqi q^n%q?Tp4q %h^ (4q?pTJ% qfqqi^raqiq ^iri- 
Ri^q^Riq; ^ i qqq q^i^'qRR i q^ m q4 

^ II 3nf I qq:q^qfq>?if{ i%q4i5q^ I qin^TiHi^q 
qTHH^q^qiqf R^qR^iqqi4^ l 3% ^ i^ftqRi^N qiR^- 
s^v f*rt4 tq^q^qR^qfJ qwqqqiRqR^qqR: i i^’q ii 

^ qiqtqrwR^^T i i 4 ^ q fiqq qq^q^^q 





[ sqi. Sf. ?9 \ 


(? 8 ) 


I I ^ I 

Jl#I^ ?W% I I qi^ 5 - 

^HFJTq^W snf^qi M T qq^ml s^l: !rt?^qra^ fi^T II 
» qq^ I q^ |fq w* I i|qWh% |g: i fi qm l q^qf: 
iiRpn: I qqr ?gqqq?q qq^iq m^t i ^r ^ i|qT ^q» 4 lq»q- 
q^ 1 qqqq ^iqRK I ISl?q 3 q ?SR*? I ? 5 l=^ q 

tg? 5 i?qT: i ig? 5 Fii: q^^^gpqu I qqf qqqn% q^- 

I 3 ?gi 5 qqqqifq i q: q^fpsFiqqq: i fi^s^ q^iq^ i 
qn^qq i ^q^qqq^wr^'^j \ q— 

mqqq^qui: f^qr: qq^qf^u ^w, i 
qi^qq’qf^i^TEi^^sRiqu qiraqnj qiqn: ii 


l\ ^ qn%qnqiqq^^ 5 qqq^sqqf;^isq: jqqqi??^ I I 

% q^} qn^: q;q ^ q;f^^mtsq \ i ^ 
nrqq^i^iqqiq: i fifeg qn^fqqii^qqRq^q^iq^^^?q^ 
frq^^qMs^: qfqqigq i q^ qiq qgw mqi qm qTRsq- 
^qqr qfqqsq t#Fqq qgqq^qq i qiiTq^iqiqfqq^T qq fiq 
^55qqi q# I %qf qf^qq i qm^qiqqiqqq'iq: q^^q^q^qr 
qqiqq qf^qiq^ I ^s^^qq i q^iqq q^qi§q^q:iqq ^q- 
qqq#«^iqqiqq:?qiq; q^qqq 1 5qTq\% qtqnq n qq q^iiqqq- 


qo qqq WR\ fqjqiq: II ^^qT qqtf^ii Rq^ p?qiqqimR 
q^qrtJl’qq^qqRiq l qw qqi: qfw:^ qi¥f I 3Rq qqiqqq 1 qq- 
^ i^^q: I f?r^q q qi%s[qi^iR[?rqq*i5q^qR i 
ffq 1 q’ffiq I qq^: fqqiRT^^s^q fq?Fq siq q<if. 

qy I qR qf^3[ ?rqq m I q^f^^Rtqf^Hqqr ^ 



SI. io t ] 




(tH) 


I rR ml^Ji^i^^'^if qinoR#?! I 

RraR^sq^iq^q^ I ^ R%: Mj%3[R^q'n(^i%g: i wsn^t 

sjra^^qsqi^teiT i ^ sn^gjR^qfiii^gw ^^t i 

V aiRTf I ^ vrfq0RllI5Rqf%3[in 2^ RRr^IRI^ I 

gqsqqr Rqi^TW ^5R#iT3qq%j I I ^*qiR^- 
5R#n^ I ff q%3^HT R^q’HR ^ i%3 

SfJT^I I ^I^^^13qqi%{ I nan Rqftrq^^qq- 
<: %?^i5?i'iri?i^: ti w«ir^f^ ^ I ^qteq: ^r;t- 

qtifiR ^\ ^iwTJ I mt ^^qR2^i I |i%ii: 

^ I ^ ^ saR^^^RIRf^St 

■qifR^qisi^^'q^q^^ S^J I S(%5fq^- 

Rsifg;sR^^?i =qwi^^q^q Rijft- 

r^q ^■*2qqqi%3n5nqi?fl[|^ ^?iRJ#riRn'^TOi%;?5FnqT 

qiT!i|q^?R^qqqf^;g[RR RqwRqqif I ir^ ii^i^ ^q^rfq^ 
qii^i 1 s#i q?m i^: 

trfRRl^RqqRq^-JffliRsfq qR^s^qr qrf^t 

qq: ^qfq^Rg: ^ qq w^i qqr qqqim qf^ qt^- 
i?^q q# ^qqq i ^«irqqR ^ ^qq- 

qo rNfq I 3Rq q qrsq'^pgiqnqiqRt qinR^^qj I fi%q 
|tq^ q ^q;qR^qt? 2 ^ qqfq I f^^sjq sqiqj q^j | 
q^wlq^n^ l?qq ^i^q: l qqfqM «nff qq i^qr- 
^ qqf^ I qqq ^ q^HR q qiff %qqr: q Rqs5^qq q q qqtt 
qqsqj ^ qqqWfaf^qq^qRqR qRi4t ii ^ %b»^- 
q#r q^qtqqiqtiK ^ ^r^qqt^'tqtqf^ q?qt!nf^tqq®qt qqRqj- 





(m 


[ Ji. t 


I sRwraft- 

« q^^JTpni ?Tqi«n l srf^c^r: %‘f^ I ?[?^r^^»>rr- 

’pmn^ I ?iq ^^rq: Wqs^’ni^tq I qxui 

^i%^ i q^: I ?«fqq ipfqfq^^ I 

qqq^ ^fi%?iqq^gR«^f^ fe: i ^ q fNqj i 
<: ^ q^qre^ f^q: ^qrq i qq:^ q^qt 
qrqirqqqqqq ^w> qif i% i i%iqm q(^^ i 

^qftfq I i qq ^= 53 %q ^qnir- 

qpl: q^nq^ qq^ Ht# mw qWfqqfq i 3^ qqfNlT I 
qqj^} q^q q^j q^rqq^iq: q^rq^ I q^^q qiq %- 
5 R!i qg^qqt^iq; I qq^ I qqi 

q^ I qq^ q^qqmqqq: 1 ?#irq^qqiqRq qwpqq m 
I ^ qq^ I qqi t^qq qiq^iq qq^^ I 
q^qqt^ q q ^ i ? q > |qTq ^ ^qT i q q qiq t q I jqtqsqi^: i 

q q fqiiqT'q ^ q{^q^ I ^ ^^qiqqi^smqiq i%q^ I I 
q^FqRTfqqf^iqqt^ I qq^ ?N^ 5 fq qfqq^g^ 1 qqi q 
q^q^fq^ T>?q5q[fqi: 


q« ^rqfq^ qqf^ 11 qqq q^qi^Rqii^ q^ qq qqq- 

i^qqqti qtqqqqiqrqt (^: I qr: gq: qq^: qft qr 

f|q^ # I qq g q# f^qqi^ qq I ^qq fqq qr^qq- 
^qi^ I q^q qqf^ 1 ffiqqi^f^i q^ qi’qrqqf^^fq^q^ i 
q« qi«qqi^ q^q qr^iq^: I qpRq^qi^: I mm qtqq^q qiqs 
qiqpq g^qqi 1 qrqq^qr q^qq^^q qr wm qi«iq 4 qiqi- 





(^) 

^ I ^ WV9 ^ I ^4 qRH^ ^rr: I 

^ 1 ^1% 1 51 3 3[^;rr^ I 

’RJ I SPRT ^q^RlRT I ^ 

» R«TR r^5i«? 4: I ^ 1 3T5q^4 g I ^'^ft 

rr 4: II 5=rtsm w\^^ ^j^’nsqg^fRUf I »Rr«rT ar* 
fk^ ^ fRiiR I I 

1%^? I ^2T^f^: q^ifemt | RVRiRRrwqR- 
^ Rig. II f^^wi%Rg5n?ni i ^ 5ji#?t i 
mm I ^ R5^ i ^ | 

^tr 4W R«ig^ i ^\^ 5t I ^ ^ R«iJ#5|?si^ 

r^5tr ^ jFg% I ^gigiR g^^i% i m 

Rit I ^Rf4i^ i%l% I 5T ^ fTgfRlfr; 

I 51 ?CT; 5i%iRiT5ri4l^ I if RRT«IRTg 

rwtr: I ^ ^^5iRigg>TiRif^; ?ii<ig^- 

Wf I ?ra f g g i Rf^R ii^ I ^ I jrrr* 

Rftw4 R ^n: i ^ ^ f?wj: I' 

ft rr: ^ ^ I ?RIRt 

^?RRg; I t RR RTT <t ^ ^R WT I JRr5li^RR RRRJ I 
5IR qq RI^ ^ R^ ?R «IRt Rrl ^ gi M^RRROg: I ^I ^ >R- 

R R RCt ^r g ;: I sRRRR^d^RiR^ I gR(R: i ^ n- 

I i|4^5^|Rf5RR ftq^fRTfrtt I 

g^ I 5 i 4^ gi5ii§Rigp(4(^ i ^ ^5 ^ ^ h g 

I 3|qIqsqq5i^^qqiHRtg5RlRlR I m %4t 

«rg^ ^ 1 31^ Rn^gRt Rg4*mRiRi^ r Rifi%: i m- 






c!^n% ^s? q^s«q>n^g[ I ^ 

I I m 1 

» f%«w^? I I I 

I JTijW?! ^ I I JiqfHf^qi- 

I 5 gR<qq|%^'ni^ 5 :^n^!ii: I irgrR 

c ^} II ’bM fgpqqi^^rg^if I gHFrT ^tqn*^ I m 

I *wm\q^5«i^ fqqf^I ^T^Jnqgf ^^^- 


I ^ ^ f^f^vr: I \ ^ i 


^ I ^w* hf^ qjT I 

^q I <raf ?nqf^^ I q:qiq: i 


qgfil I ?PI^ qqn??lcq ^eqicqw I 


i^«jqiq?q qilmqq ^^^ 1 q%- 


^ I qcfrw H^rq q%n qBif^: fm gqqg I ^qq- 
igp?nqw: I ^qorrft I q^ w«iTvnq fqr^qrq qq 
qr«q^ I q^qf^ I ^’^’q ^R?q^nt rRqwq M: 1 

I qq q:«ql q#nqir qq^ I q qq gq ti^q q^iq 1 
qo q^qqffrsF^ qmrqnqfiT gqqq^ I qif I q litqqRf 
^ qm i%qq^ I qqqmiq q:q qq*q?gifq «?fsqq ? 1 
fitq^i^ qiqrf ^c qr q ^qmTq 53^ I qq^R qqpqqiq^ 

qt 1 ft qft?qRqWiqtq I I qi^q*! q ^^^^ 

q« ft?q{ I 3ifqqr5i^l5 fqq;?qfqmiq: I ^ q q^ I 

fq^ q qqq'irqfqqjt I q 5 q^ ^qqfq4: qti% 1 



5 ?rr. SI. ?o ^ ] 




I ^v(i I I >in^j ^ 

I i ?t 5 

V II 

^pgp^ I I 

I % ^iw: ^iJ I 

I%q: ? I q^3Tr?n^^% I W >I#I^ 

< I ^^\ ^7{^t 5TS^: ffk ST^^SW: I 

q^vr^^^iu: I ^ ^ ^ 

Wq^gsTJTgr^JI^ I fE ^«IT«FT 5 Tplf^ «^rf^- 

T^sr^n I I q«n?%^ 

I q^l^pSFIRt I ^ #^1 

«mqi I ^i=qi^ i ’Ntqfe ^nvRqfqqij II 


'SRR I I rnnf^ 

q^STRtq^rqRq^iq q?iT i ^fifq q?in^ 

1 q^siR« I 

qi^^; ^^5^(?qT%^ qq'Rqnq 

^isfq h%h: ? I I ^ fq^: i JRq^i^ q^- 

qrn^^H’qi^'^T wTi^q: q^q^i^Tqq^j i f%ij;? i q^qw: i q^^- 
qo q^J qiqraqqmw: | q^^qiqiqr q^^l 

q^qw: q^^qiqq; l q 3 q»q^ q^ I q^r^qi^^V 

qsqiqiq: I q^%:? ^ifq I sRq^ q^qqnn^^^ I \% 
q^q^s^ qq: q^q?!^ qnf^fqqwqqiq^ I 

q» qqq qro^jq^^isq^nq^ qrq^pri^qsfii^: sRq^q^sjt I 



q^q^f^ 


I 





[ «n. SI. ^ 


<< 0 ) 


1 m I 

sisirani: I ^ ^ I ^■^■ 

V I 3|4 ^ sir^^s|%t*T 

^ I m I wr 4 ^wifn^>^i'n^Rii?^?[in*^^ *1 

^ I I ’sn^Rt^l^^i ^q- 

^ I ^ ^ q| ?if 

< I; 3T^iwn%^iimq>^?sRra^ li ^«n i 

^ ff?n ^ 5 i ^ I ^ ^ignT 5 TOi%- 

^ I 1 

^ftjTRiRsmrqi^ si^t^ll sTTsmft^:^ ^ I 
tH 5ni? HTSRTiJ I q^i%if f^qr ^iqi ^(sq^ 

1%^ srfq'sfnft^ I I 

^ ^ qmff^ ti^^»iKi«iwi:M Jnsn’’qft^i^ ii 

srtqrfq^ w I ^ ;r#T:qrqRy srnnif^ra: 51 ^^- 
^ f % I q^:w55 «rfi^?q^iqi^ I ^n^i’qq: 1 

^ ^ #(rq ^ i ^nf 1 

l^qsi^qtqiqR ? 1 ^qii^^^^q^qwRi^ 1 

^igsn^qrf^ ^Iqw^i^qiW 11 w 1 

s^o jimr ^ q?«n ff^ m ^ qiqt I ^ 7 ^ ^ 

^pa?^: I ^ ^ ^qqi?Rqtq qi^ 

f^^-qq I f^m HTfias^ q^rqqf^T qfq ^ i^gq^ q^-qra^ 
q^qftqi I qqs? q^ qiqi q^ q^'qi ? q^^qr q^q^ qili^ ? 11 qqi 
3 Tqfti:^Q^lq«m q^r 1 ^^q q^q qf^ ^ ff^ 1 

q 1 i^qq wqqq^w^ I 



s^. Ji; ^ ) 

^ m^i I 

«n^ I ^ ^ ^ I I ^ 

^ sn% I ^ d i%33^ I m 

V 3q%<^ 1 3i5i|rw«q|^ f^;n^- 

I «nf I ^ 51 ^^?q?firi»rat 
mm^ I fwnl — i 

f^sguR^ I I ^ I^J|fliq<%*lR ^ 

q^nj fsp5f^^ I i I 

m^i q^'rq: ^ \ g i fi% ^ 

sra%?f II m 3iT?n%3[ft^’r ^«n ?Ti^q ^ qf^ %?r 
?R sTTr^ I ?iq fq%«% qfeqqtn!^ I ^ ^m q4t I 
%?iqrq I # q^: ^ qf^ ^iqf^3(i^^: i 

3ntq%sqfti;5?qi^ I ^ qq! i%irqiq frq^ffTqqi^ i ^ii^qqft- 
II m 3Tq^:gT5iq> I qt:g qfq 

l^Tf^qqqr^qjnorRTnn ^ \ qqq i mm q4t i 

g^if^qqTi%R’q?q i t^fqq^^q it q:T^qqRq:i4 

qq^ I rmT-^qn'^’ni^ ^^rqqit^Rwqqc i^'^qqiRwiPi i 
qqiff— cFiq: q?^ ^qqu^i^’q q^%fi5^qii^qq g^- 
qo qqiqq^g (qf*iqqq^'qq[l itqqitqi ^qq ri qq^ K ^i^ i 

snrqqqj^qt^s^qii^’qq; l ^^qqiqqt l^fqqfiqq^ I 

q%iqq^ qts qf^ aiqf^^lqq: l ^ q^qi^qr ^’q: 
qrfq ^iqqifqqiR^ i^qi^ I qi*«!qf ^ TOitqi^fpqqi^ i 
q« 3n^qqf^^ ii qqi qwgwqsvrt m\ qrqorj 5r«? ffr i 
qi^i^ qit^qi^RMqqw ^5qt 



[ Sin. % \ 


(M) 

I «rrt i 

5RRwfq I # 4^!^i %w*m. i 

« q3JRl*n?IHI^ ^ r||^ ^ I 

m I ura^f^: I 

nwn 1^ 51^ w. I 

< I qf^’q^ 1 q^g m- 

qqqwT^*qi^ ^iqqi 1 m qf^^w«Tq?Tiqi- 
«n^l qq qi^qra^s^ m qfqqi^ j q^q^qm- 

1 ^ I q^wiqqi^: q^ qi^^qqqt 1 

q q ?gRmf^q 4 qf^qi^ ^qf^ 1 qqi wrvRlqr^qq^^q I 
f^q^ q# ^ 5 q wr^ qqiqq ^nqqlqjqq q^irqiqq- 
%S 5 qqj I ^ I qqq q^qf qqqnq I qT%i?fkT: I q%- 

q^ ^qqqi?q^^^ 1 %wm ^ q pq^ I ^qf^rilqr: q^qr^r: 1 1 
1 % qfqq ^qwiqR\%f^If I 3 Tf^T%q»TfqTq>fq^:gT 

%?qTqTqT: I 3 n%??q q^i^iTO- 

I Ipqiw^ ^ l^qiqi: 1 qqltq nqq fiq ?qiq- 
q^tf^qtfii^qPtqiqRqqTf 1 qqi^:§[«if:qqrR{ I ?i 5 r qr^ ar- 

qo ^PSf^% I f^’^qi^ q m^t q^: q iq?;: qf^: qq#i} 1 
q^tqqnqq^^: 1 qqq^ijq^q^ I qfi«ir 1 ^qqrf^ frqit 1 
qq^ ^qt(^ I qqq^q^ii^t: q^ qqqi%g[; n 
qsqq^ qn*^: q^qrfq^ qt qftR?» 3 iT?q?rTTT|r:gj 11 
q\? q q^{ I q'^^i^if^; qT|»qT%:g: 11 qrq^ qiff 
# 1 %^ qqq^ srrqqTi^: 1 q 1 ^qqsqj qf^q^ 



s^rr.sT. (^^)\ 

II I ?T5#F!I^ 5c^T<^ I ^ 

1%% I ^l%5n?IsiTl^?[T^*iIl^r^ I 
« WTT%^t I rWlfl— ^ ^if^: I 

II ^gSc^rf^ 5I«?lf^T5^rf%^T^ 

sn*^ 3F^<n:Tf^: i w^ I ^ 

^ ^jif^ | 

im II ?i«n ^TcqiT^ifn^q:^'^ 1 ^ 

^ mi sipq#in^ I ^fq^wR: 

i%q^ ^ ^ ^ Nqq*nq?RR: 1 fcnrisim: 

I o I ? I f^t%^f^%T %^ ^ w i ^ro;^i 1 

^’T^srr: wifTV[i%qgj 1 

f| ’f*n ^iR% I m 

Rlfq I ^ ^R%J I qstTiqm \ goirsil^ 

I ^mt f^m: li 

g'ni?n«n«i^: jpir’trsr^ I m 

41^ I «rMoi ^11%?;?^ 1 

m ^ ws^r: I ’jsj RiR r![r: ^tinqR ?f|fW 

S|(^Ri 4 «l^qR ^;5RRR^ I q« I am 

3 T^ 3 nq;R 3^55 if^ | ^ 

«Tr??3[: ^ ^ f|qi I q^ui^qqn^s;: i w 
^ 1 3i«nqqnf^^ 1 m i ^ mm[- 

R» #TRt I 3 tri^ m I «R^qiq. I ^ ^ ^ i 



( ^8 ) [ wn. 8. go ^ 

^ _^ __ _ I 

I ?i*n — 

51 %^ m II 

» I 1%^; i 

l^^3rqi%q;5P^ I q^ iq^rR’mrfitsras^j ii 

3ilfq»T^?irair: I ^ ^ q{f^: I 

I ?T ^q:il^q^ii^q:il?fjq:: i q3 qq:i^ q^?: 

< ii i wn^noi i I ir^^i^qq 

wnm I qq Hrsn^oi: qlrqr^i%?q ^ I i ?qt%qt 

qt q: m^m ^ wmw, i ^ ^ q^: 

q*R?q qwtt^pnpqi^ qqpnqft^^^^Trqi^ I Hcq f?qq qis^i^qr 
n*q^ I fq q 'qq^^iq;Rrq2n'^i^ ^jNH’ntqig^ ^qi%- 
i^qri^ I qi| q I ?ff^ I ^ q^ q^t I ^ 

^qqq^^ I i%?qqif^qq wrquH^I Rrqif^ q m q^ q 
(^? qt (^ qq^ l q^^pnTqrqq^*Tftrq^i I f%q; ? i ^TVf^oTfqT<t 
35q#i?qiq^q>Tf^<Tqn3[ i q^ qq q^qfqi^ sm- 
qrqr^Rq: 3nft%qTq»T5Tqq q^rq^qil^rq ff^ mm 

I qtt qpT ^q|3J I qq?qqtnq5q^ qmq qqqqq qiqt^ i 
q?nqqi^5qigqq%j i q i 

%q qqftf^qiT^ • 

^ ^1% ^miq^ili^qqt ii 

I I ^qq^Miisrqf^qtqitj^ i 

qqwtqqqq i i^qq q iqqq^qqfqq^qiqq^ 

^«, qqfi^ q«q^a«iqskiAq»i11(rl ii swrqRqrj 


qq? q ^ gn (^ 
q%t I 
qiqoiwiP&[5q 



wa ST. f o 8 ] 


r ^ q ST %f l % { 




I 3TOi«n^: ^raropr: ’«n^: wi 

^rT^rt^rq^TPRlt STHf^ | I # I 

^i%jni{ ?aRi^ I i^: I 

V ^5^ ^ TPT^ I ^ i^m ^ ^ 

^ ViZ^ fT% WT<^^ I =3^ Xf^ I r(;i^)?qii| | 
^ I Tf I M c ai f^c aq^TTV^ STTT^flc^ I 

I 31^ I f^car* 

< fara^R^rf:^ ^R^RTcl I ^ ^ 

^jf^rPTTi^^ ^ jippn I i mt a^nrtf : 

I «R«ITipn5 I I \% i^RRT* 

in^pPRH^i^ I ^ I 

^ ^!5i^ TraRS^^IRlf^ 

f2^ 5TFq^ I 3RRIR«m^?PRat^ I ^ 

I ^ jra#?i I ^ ii 

I mpK m^i 

?A i m f^5i: q^ f^q^ 


«Tri qft^q^% m^aanfr i i w i ariRRT- 

qqj I ^siR?qi^ I qq 9RqRTaR<tqqr: w* i 
3TSTTiRPFiftq^(4j I 3pq R ^ qfq q? Tq>T?rT f^ q ^ i 4^MM> 
^ ? I aq^: I ri^«^6l fq^?T^ q??asRR?# ?nq7T5nft I 
f^?qiTiR I m 3rRRTqR(tqfr: q^s^q qirft^q^: I 
tTsT alq W\% ^Rsf^RrqjJC I qqRTq?#qq;Rrf^R?qT^ I 
R« qw^q qRT f qff ^ qfqR^ fq^qs^qi^ 

qqi^qjT^qR I qiqf^qiiqa I T% STRR?qTfl( 



( M [ 5*rT. ST. H 

^ I II ^TT^?jr^5Tff%: i 

mmi ^ I I TW?;TT5TnT^?F: srs^s- 

» ^?3n?r I sni?^^TT(t’!T^: sr^sw ^f^: ^si^: I ?t^ 

f^3iW5f^^r?^ I sT?rt^??T<^nf7: tt^s^ 

m?RT5TT^t I ^^g^giTFrT- 

« I II ^vnitT^- 

^%: I I ^«rT i 

f^T sT^s^^frTSTsnjnwfn*^: Wim I trt^gr sn^sirfr 
U «T sr^mn^T^ I 3TR^: 

sr^: I ?Tt«F?5r §’i?rT^ Rfrws» W ;r i fTOT%ff^ 

l^Tf5T5TfTT>?*^’m^^Tf?rr«JJ: I RTi^flra^ I m\ 

sr ^;g[T5Tri^r(t i wi r!«nf^«ft- 

?T mt [ ^rI2^ 

mm i ^ g f^^roiqsrif^T^ 

^ I ^ 5?Rp;^ I 

«n?w%*? I I W5{^: I 

5T5?: «TraOT?gT?^ I ^Tinft: ^?Ttf- 

I 3Ti^Ti{ 

i f^: mm- 

tv ^ I qi^ d m 

qi«^ fr ^q ni H^ ^ t ^ q^qg q^ 



wir. sr. ^0 <5 ] 




I I FRJ- 

5^WR«Ri{ I ^ 

f?nR?[WR5n^ ^ f’^: ^ 

« ^ i ^ sd^qi^ m- 

t% WV^t ^ 3^T^J I W{^i 

ti^is^iivn^T^ fvi?i^ I I 

^«I s^FTT^?!^ 5T I 5?t^: ^sf^'h I W^- 

< I I ?R| I ^ f^llR 

^ I ^ I I 

^ '^ItRTSS^T^ai 'jqra tWI^: I ^ ^i?!JP^ 

?R'^R€is^f;?R;: I 5 ^ I 

^ ^1 I ?f5 I I 

fr3^s|?:n;?i^: n ^m m^m- I 

^ I m m ^^q’E^w^ff^OrRn^Rrai^’iT m 

I rra^lT I ^5l^qf^lT<tfT«PiR 
\\ I I i?5r q^-qwj i 

TT^ I ^ ^«IT R?^ 

^^\ I ^Hi ^q5T?n?ri^ I riR ^?;q»wi^R:qin?*RR«i- 
^ ^^?RT'R ^ I ^ S ^ g g q ft fq | 

:^o I ^«rT 5T5?: fia^Tr^R ST^JRRR%- 

^ ^RTfif^J I 3f5r q§^q^q^q?q^ | 
^ ^ I | m 

^1 I f^q^ ^ I m. 

# ? I ^1=^% I ;n^ q?n^ ^ 
^^RFTRTqs*!^; I 9Tf^rf?t%9rT^ I 5T ^R«lftra[W| 



(><) 




[wrr.sr.io 


3i%«?3n^ i sra^-n i I 

« ^’T^^rmPiR ?RPTl^lfP»T ^«IT ^HtRRSIR 

5nR R*<ra f»t ^ ^ I %i ? i ^ sri^ I 

qRiif: I qi^ wq«w* I ^ w(|qV«^dM^i4i!qf*»5i3^ i 
c wm Rraj^n^wiPn l ^'qpRqn^ i 

^ g[q t lfTt qi ^jqitRiPT «nqt \ 

?gFf: I q^qfqi^ i sfRRTORi^qjrf^ I 
?i^Rr q#ii% I ^^RRqifq^qf#TO4% ^ 

^ =qfa^5«(it^ m[k \ i sprf i^ if^ I 

3Pi If; ’q^iRR5R5^ ^T %q qq^ q^i^^ 

mwff^ ?T«rT qqq>«i ^ q^fT ^qp) 

^nq^q^qqf^ qrqqRJRJ ?iriniR I qqr^qfqqpijRqiq; i qqi 
m I ^ x q ^i sqr fi r^PR I q^ ^ 

qqqRqn^q: I m ’qqqfq q^ qrqqq ^ 

^qRRqr^ wiRRRfqiqfq I qRqRRR^i% 
^ sR^^'ifreifNi^qq qqi^ i iRq qpRT I 

qo I ^ (ilq^ qq q!qri|q3[ fl^ Rqpq f^- 

qrqiqfq^q’Rq ? ^ i i qq^q^ it ^ 

^ q|q q^q^qig^ ^ qnrR^ ? I 3n^%fT ^ II 

^rf^q^qf | q < tq ^‘t i qqt ^ i^ # '^q'f i qqi^ 3 

q» w q ijsqiqpn^ l ^qtqqif ? l qtriqwi ^pqf^ I %q ^q; 
^q;^ ? ^ I I qPT 



si. fo H ] 


(n) 


#^tni^’q[mT ff^: ^^;^^ | 

» 3^ #^t I ^ 

I *131 I ^ 

^TOFT f|fN I ?Fr q^ ?Fii >in^ 

C I 3Tq;i 3F^Fq# I ^ SF^’nqiqv^s^ri^^ I qw- 

I ^ ^ >!iTqf: I qqf!j5q5rf^T^t% I q*TiTF^- 
?sr: I ^\m I 51 sf 4 >iiiq: I sf^i^ 
I ^^q^FWrqri^tqq ^ qfsq ^ 



3n«^^35i(^ TO^qqR l ^jqFm^qF'nsirf'rfl: 
m^t I rFqi^sF^rqfqig; i 

fw5F^ q§qi5Fqi^q: I q%fqqF^T| ^ 

I ^SFT 3Fq*«q^^q^qT^^ qrqmqj I ^r^sf^ 3 
§^qq^^q?qt} i 3 5Fq^ i ^q^F^qN ' i 

sFq^i^^qi^ 5r 3Fq qiq I m^t ^wpi- 
fq%q: I H =q sFq^g^qRqifes^o!: i sf^^ if qqi q^* 
qRRFnqpT smqlqRRripq: I ^ g«i?qq^- 


Ro rq%^fq qiq^n qq^fq I qq^q q qil^jq f? # 

Rqijqf^^q^q q^ # ^iTJrFq^^iqqqi I SFq^qq- 

f^tqq: i qq|q|% >fiqfq I qqi qqg ?«% q^ q|qR 
5Fq q qqfq wqT5?TR%q^^ sf^^ ^ qi^^- 
5iv 'RFif^q: I qif qf^ qw sFq q qqf^ qqi^f^ gqft 
•)#qifj q?? q ?t^q^ I gwrqnfg q qiqr^ i 





[ WIT sr f 0 << 


(^•) 


?raj^ ST gwft mt 5^15 g^ir^ 1 s?^ «ii^ 5 P»k 
m 5^1- #» i^§«Rsn^ g«nsn^ I ^ ^ 5^13 mt 1 wi 
g«T ^ >T#j I m ^ mm «!»% I 

I TTT^JT#: I STRq^pTO^ j|^^. 
(i^T i sqRH^^ Ttl ^^ I «nf I 3TST^f3f%r- 

JwirTtsfq SWT 5[STn%^>if TTTvnri^ ?t«tt vrf^s- 
<: «T«r?^JTf^ TTriRT% I ^Fsn^srPi^i^ I m mi 1 ^TR^mr^- 
fwmm I mim s^ssnt^Jira^ mrnR^ ^ »isr^ l ?i«n i 

WT% ST ^ mm TO 5 S|^ 5 ( 5 ?|?^ 

mm sri^ sr sr^ra I sr ^ 

mRi 5ETWFT^#T^^ I SI g^} g ^5 mm^^ g^nisisRi^ l mi^ 
sn^ SIR SI TT5rt^ g $(3 goi^ I si ^ gq^ mmt 
I RSR RmmRt mm^ ^fsnPT 

sn^ SIR s^si sn^g^WR^ I si^^^ 

1 % TTWlssn^^^Rig^ I ^ssirg^^iRl^^sn g sn^Rq^R^R^- 
ssrf^'T^ I ^ ^SRn%gji^ fR qiSI 1%^: ? I 

I SI TiRi ;iw s^sTni^TiRii^^: ^mmjji I 

ggsnqi^sisin%^ ^giil^ I u^si^rig; 1 mr 

^O qf^siq i^TlRSTII^ I^ I 

TiAq><^iH^iTg q P iqi ^ tg ^ ?i^^^sti^rt^ gH ^ i mi 
i^qsi^^3[siR: ^^if^^;s[STRi^ I si | wtiwsf^- 

^ gXdPgg^sn q ^^ q 1 rWRqi^: ^s^t qmrgi^zgg^ 

Vi Rmt ftR;RiiNrnqRwi%gFns?i- 



«»t. SI. go S i {%\) 

sRRiiT ^(^%qn?ii ^ T g % fi T^ I «pr 

^ I ^ Ilfl#fl II vrfr f f ^s t M R q ff T <i R > ^ I 

^ifi ?Rnmg;|rgi3(; i ^ ^- 

V m w^ I ?tsii i sni^ 

^fr '^t ^TfUrq^gi^ ff f^ iT C t?T>T^ t q ri T wj^l T f ^ 

I ^?nfq i m qiqq?! i^q mi 

€ ?r >qq^ s^sqq^f i ^ ^ ?5ii?q 

q:f ?5qiRim|rqi^ i g^nwiiq^fq I m s^qi^u^- 

^pqratJ I ?gFiwwHwq^: I ^ I ^ 

^qi ?gp% i|f^j ^ Ij^c^sq^ ti^wi^siq qqi I m I 
^?fTT?IT?Tt T^f^vr; I WTsaf^^W Isqwf^ ^ I ?gFf ^xR^SHmt I 
qgFR^RW fra ?gTrawT^i: I fgFwra^ ^^i I ^ 
?irag:^i'?Tf>qT^: sr^jran^: i ^Tsq5W*T^f^ 

I ^^R^?ira: I I 

irasq msi wTVRvmn^: i ^ 5 

f^ra ^ f^qrpftf^ ^si%5^iriRW ^ \ ^ qTsft[in»wn% 
w^m I ^ra’?^^fi'^q«itqn|qi5qg^^ I ^ 3 m^- 
’q^ qira;iWi%«: ft^ i ^ 

qihi^ I qrq ^«inpi«ii^;siiWq vira^^ I 3i«rqii^«»fi^i 

I ^ mmt m ^^irara i 

frar w 1 3fra^sf^?^ 1 

qwmipi: I ^i qi5^ ^ q%T q^i: 1 ^ 1 I 





t sm. sr. ?o ^ 


^Iffl ^ Wi ^ gm4.4?ysa^ I 

I H ^^t I ^^^ ^ 

I ^ 3 5T I WT 

« ^ I ^RTon’ ^ 1 i 

?TT'^?t>imfs|R^ qrf^ I f^: i fff?^ ^^rng ^ r n r: I 

raSWRl II fTT^nJuff^:^ ^«rT I 
f^: 5T53ftSf^f if^df^i ff I ^3 wi ^ 

<i I f# ^ HTVR>?;Rfsfffr^f^ WT«IVr*rf 
qrf^ l,5iqq>T: 3»R ^ I I 

^131? ^ ^ I ? 

I I f^T f| ^n'srsRiffs^J#! I 3<^J|^ci3Wtl^: 1 

I f^j ? I ii Tl[f^: I 

^ I ^T5Rr^T% I T%«RROTn%^J I ?ras3f 

I sTwn ^ ^ I ^ 

I ?T^ f%?ifrR>*Tm^;g[: I 

RIR^l^Sljfes^'TSfR I ms 

STR> ra^ ^ % T R R»T?i %: g: I f^: ^i>^^^<^K T- 

^l'»l#T^ I ^Rf*«lT^ I H^^r* 

lo 1 9ii^im^5iT^5T s# I 1 ^ 

ft ?TF?^ II I 

^ss^s^q: I 3ni^%n^q f?q5|: | grsst^fts^qqf ^iftlRfi 
atJpfiR^ I I I I 

I 3iR?nq% I ^ #^nn R«ngiT% 



«n. ST. ?o ^ ] 




(n) 


I I ’!r«TT ^ ^ gg fi t m i ^zt 

I f^srOrTiKT^ iRTif^ I i^^itTi 
» T^^^3T%^^i5gTmt ! 's^'sun? I ^Tri»fr#r 

<Tr^<T^ w€\J^ \ sirRN?!^^- 

I m I ^ I 1 5^51- 

5TTf^{ I 5qn?|5^m=5rtR^ I w iito: sniRTR^ify- 

q; I STFTRTRTTrf^ 1^>T- 
SRr^i;R<lfR^:^I^ I fRR5 srof^Tl ^ RI'T?^fgR5ITVTro: Rqia: II 
%vn:'^aTTf^ | ^ H%*r ? | ^?(TT*TT?T: I JTTfH^iq- 

^mJl I rRI«TT 5En«TT5^nf^ l ?Tir 

RRTOip: I 3TT^ftfT^ ^1^1 s?4 RI^'lsj- 
W# I r(^^ ^?P^IT J I 

R STIH s^5[ II TT^ ^TWTS^Tf^: ^«rT f^t ^rs^SW^c^T- 

rq^lTRJ^ I I Rr^J ^ffws«%l I 

I ST^rR^Rr^^fgFTt I 
r: I ’R^n^: I m ^ Rl":^RTN5T^I^^f.^j 

RT^f TM ^ I I ^^STR ^ VC^ I W 

^ I ^^RTOTTff R!FRng;i RTvrsi^inrf \ ?iiR 
^0 3Tw^f^% 1 5^^ ^r?rq; l f^: ? l ^^^RRirR^RTR I 

^«TVI^ RRTr# ?T5r 5^^ I fW{ ? I ^RR^TRTTITR^RTH I 
3nf I Ri«R^fgRrinii%^ RmWn%!5 
? I rR^qJRTRRfT^ I ^ 

^8 ^ 5^>SIR ^\% I 

R!«n«TT|^: il m I I 



(^8) 

8^ I gsf q# I ?f^ ^ifwf: f^Rq^ 

gqip q 1 3ri^tq?^R^j I l sni^cqf^ i 

8 Or^r^qm: ^^t i %ii4?gi??T- 

I ?rrft f| sqifrl p: ? I 

cM iq r ^ F II 3i5qf^ l?qT^ l 

3H57ri^{ I I f%^ fTTW- 

< ^T ^ gr fi rf ^ r ?Tf^q^*rT^ I q^tqT%%q*nf I ^ 

I ?ri|q!|T- 

qRi R>iqR^(^q^nnqqT5n5[;i TO^qf^qi?!^ fiwqRc[ I 1 

q«TT ^ ^ ^ ^Ef^% I f cq 

fqpjtoqi^RqfqRnq ii 

l 5?n^\q; 

^ ?i«ni^{ 1 8^q I qq^Rf^rf^ I jr5?!sr>i qgr 

tq f^ ^i?ijj? ?Tff^ sr^ I 3ni I qqui^ 

^: ? f I I I ?i«n qf^: sRRRfrn(h* 

qRqrflR^ q^jRRRR^^ ?n%qwf^ I li 

f^nqqqn? 1 qqr^^qn^ 1 q^fg giH i ff x- 

H T Wl c|-if ;r T f ^ I f% ^ I gnqRrqi^ I f%8ff ? I ffTVRRTff- 

II qr% II 

I ?ls8if^?E??T W|gT qTfc^qHMrqiHI^MI^ 
I smjnRTRR^ pj JCR^wgiTR ^ i qq jnn^ i 

q« sr^fqqR^^^ ^iqqR =q 1 3T^mRq;^ii I 

:l w ^npi^liqq srM 



wrr. R. ?[o » ] 


I I *R^wg*n^ \^‘ 

«ipi I <T3r l i 

I ti5i si%Rw^ I I ^^FWi- 

®R5^T m sTTtsT 

I S R ^ Riqi I ^ 

^ rR^'^qn^^r: I I ^nf i sur^ 

I i^^Nqqf^ >iqi% «ra m ^ i 

1 3im 3Ttf I I 

^ ^ ^R^qwf^rqRra ^ ^m^rrc^qr- 

^ ^ I ’5!i f^q : g q^ w I «nf^qn^5r g’nf^is^q^ri : i 
^ 5'qq»5q^T ^ ^ \ f^qra5q?ji qi^q: \m I ?^^q:5q^T 
I q^?TT^ I I ^ I 

^ ^ w^t ^ qi ^5pt qf^>Ti%- 

wn^ I I ^Kmil I 

I rrajqr^p-^ sR'W^wi^^ qf^ ^ sRq?^^ I \ 
q¥^(q^w«qi5KRi^^ qqi qrq;w(^i%q^q 

^0 ^ i^oi\% ? 1 3T^*t^^ I ^rervfi^tqi^q’Ff ^i^tr’*!- 

I q«n f| I ^5ft^qR«i^ I 

RiqR«i; i ^irrir^ ^ ^ 3qq^qn%W ^<t- 
qi5^ qqifT ^ \ ^ ^ i ^roiw^S^qi^qaiqf^^q^ 
^8 ?PR<^ I m I qqW^fRH^ qRRn^% 5r ^ 

I I qiqqqrrti q^RiTFn^ ^qr^S \^~ 





[ s*rT. sf. %o » 


1 I ^ I II 

ST^ITRT'^rmf^l 

® I ’T^lWg ITR- 

frTT?!^ l%T^^gH; J f*lI^3(rf^J 

^{^^ I 3 I 

"IRRIf I I ^ I ^ ^ siR^igqR^^- 

< ’>1^1 I fti: ? I srfvnTJRtiRR | 3 trit«t: qf^'^^R|qRi^l 

amu IfRiR^R I ^ ^ qR=?^^l?^ I 

iH5iTRq:^'»iRig;U?^ wf jRfJTl^^mJiqR^iSqRi- 

RR?qf|i^qi qRtR^'^R 1 3TT^ I JRRRm^^; I 
qR^sn^qi?!^: qj^Ri^ I jrt’uri^ ^ rirq^^^^riR^iR: i ?r 

qqi’URRR^R^lWssf I iRT’JTRRf^ 

^^^h I ^smqRRRI I'q^rl ^sinqi^^i^T I ^j^TRi^R 
I ^?q[TR^ qah%} i 

^sqRiR?^: qqRiRiqla i ^^r I iqRmi^ 

^R m^qsRRR qq^iaR i 5 mm\ 

s^iqiTJ ^ 5 ^qi^: JRRsqq^iq^^qR^i^^^I^ ^*ISRT RIR 
^0 ^5nqi^q^'\ qq ^ 5^R?iia I q^q^igqi^ II sriw- 
^[m\ I q> g <TR ^ RJr^"R> qR^R^I ?I5’*IW5^n%- 
wm^ 1 'q^s^TR qr fR qr f^qr^T^w: qjs^i^i^i- 
fcqqj^ I «R1RT ^R1R^R»I I rnf^R^J^RTTf^q^RTrl I R^FT- 
^8 1 ^ qRRqmq; II ^jRq^qRiqmqtf 1 

tRTlTR^ IRiqRi^rq^ qTRR^qRRTfRT I s^R^Rg; I 



«n. SI. f 0 ^ ] « IT 4S | ^ ( t l % ( ^ ) 

1 f| «i% i TRtm. 

?rRH STSfrSI?!^ «lf^T- 
WI% fT^giTTJTnTT^ I 

« 3n^ I fwf^ I 

fT*!?^ I I I I 

« gTf^:gT%^Tf??T^f^^:g^H I ^iw^ ^^f^t^^sirVl ggT?tT ^ ^{ 
?rr^JT>Tflhri%:5^iT I I sr:i- 

^ irf^^ic^T^ ^ I f^orf^ m^{^ f 

^RT^^=^Jirsif^ I ^ l^’R^II 1 3T«JrmT^;T^trlr- 

fR^TlRT^TT^ \ ^W- 

SR:Rl^rl rllf^ ^l‘^|R’»IT>iITWl% I 3[^f^ I 
I I 3Tf gST^ Sf^- 

I sirlTf^ f^qHHT TO Tf^ 

I I SITST^ I fg: ? I f^i:WSIr^rrMV 

si^ I II 

^l^qi^^lff IIr^R¥qsi{^Rl^?H%RTf I si3[T«Iin^Rr^ I 
TT^I«flTlWW% ^T'RJIIl^R^ts[IRl5iq; I 3TTWrr I 3TT^ 

sI«IRH; I I ^151 5f^?3R«I- 

i I RRi'n^^i^ I iflr- 

’^fTT sn%JT II 

RT^5r'? R^T 5^ I 

SRRn'^iTRi^^ Isi^RRt Wf^ II 

*^8 ^^[W f^RURT RTR 1 1 



w I ^jqfJRirnl I qi^i 3!^?Tpfr^ i 

+;i(iir4i^ I s7PT!^?T^5Wira; i ^ *Fq^ *Tcq«fijn ^• 

3lf^rqf^?^T^S^^I% J^PT: I | f'^raP'J^ qf^S%ff<iit^I^^- 

^ I Ricq qxgi# CIS^PT- 

I ?n?T ^wire; i f^'WTi«r% s^n^r qgi 

sqi^i m. I RihRisw ? I ^^«Tk i jrkiI^Vri: i ^ ? I 

sif&n??j i»Rmiigi¥R^ I n i ^PTif^^r^^r; i ft 

f^: I ?rtl ^R«TOl4i^«I rR( I ^51 ^ ? I 

^ra>TO I si^'^i^ I ^ n I wm ? I I I ^ 

f?rp| ?55?ra: M ri#i ^^*raT3?in?'JinTi%i^ 

^ ?r^ltcRPTtsf^f|^; I 

JTigqq^’. i f^qi*?NiPTiM?i^: | ^iiif^^f^wi^r f%^TOeS[s[^: i 

I q3Tii?[(q; | q»qifTHigi^J^iqq^iq(Il^^rqqqqifqqFl q 
aqtsR ^ 5ct*|| 1 ^‘> snqifSt^: ^ qqioiIfSRl'^ I q ^lRqiq«TJI«Rqfq^^- 

fim 5RTOW I qrq^Tfqi^qTri^ l qicqqqH i%f=i%%^F#5qq[qf^«i^q 

qfsi^%^iffTqqRt,l ^ f%=qq I ^ ^ 

qf«[?=ixrd>o, ^^ q f qi ^ i o^ siqiijn^i^ qi=Eqq I 5(1^5^ sif^'qTBq^qrf^^ra- 

MWIoqiqtnirl.1 ^ ^S#^;qiq ^ I I 

^sm^: 5^ *Fq% 1 3Tfiiqqi#rw(%i'+^<:^(iiHi'n5Rr^f^rnqf^ 

#RSR5f 5i^i%’^q^q^5i^qi^qq^%qRqiq 4 r3 I 

is^R’q^^sf^ f^frqif^ '?q^Ti^ q?qg I m-. 
<:i<yHrWi53?T?r»Rf|qn^r«fl^T5^ I 3wisqf%^ si#sq^ I %?m- 



sr. f. ?e ] ( n ) 

I qqr q I % ^JlW^rqi^ 

q I ^ qqi I q f(^ { ^ w>^ \ ^m- 
'qqiClf^ I aqiq^r^f^qqqjqq^ ; | qf^ ^ sifrq4?[ I -^t#* 

R^qqi^ I I qsqq m 

qqoflqai ^is# q^#q qqisqqiqi ^sqq^iq^qq^’^i I aiqHqir 

iq jpqq i 5n^ ?f [ w??qqF5nq^ qtq% q|q f%q«?q 

fq^q«q^ frqq; HWRqrqqi^qqqq^ % qif^iqqj^qrolfq: qcqqi^s- 
qiq^ q|q?q^1^Fq?[^^qqp^^i I aqrqt j qqi 

snrsqsqfq^t^ I ff^ qqNqq^ ^■ 

wiqlgq^q: qqq^ i qq^ aqq^qottqfqic^L q^(^yM^Tbq3n%i|- 

?i5^qr^l q^qqiqfq q eqiqqjiqq^seqr sj^q; ^qig[^i qq f^^«?^q qgqiq^ q^qi^- 
^qs^iqqqqq^fswEqq | qqi f| aiqRspqofjqrq f^'jqq q^q sqiq^ qqqtqqfqq q^- 
qq^f^q; | qqqi^qqtqrq squqq qqlqqqqqr sqii^^ qi sqro 1 qq: qqlqqq^ sqrfq? i 

q^rqq^ qflw ^^fEqq I qiiqjRi q;qi^i qq^i q^q^i ^ ^ q f^?i^ 

frqr'^^qRiqiqs^q^q %qq|^rqi%5^if^qiq^ w f^qqqg^ I %- 
qip# qiqqi^qigqjqfqiqiqrqqfiqr q^qftqf qqq fq^^ ^qiq: i q^cqi^ I 

qiqqiCiqisq^iHiqiqirq^qi fqqiqqqqq^ qf^qro% i q^qilt qqq 
%#siq^qi#ri sj^qrqqrqgq^^^ q^ qq^^ qriq sR^qlrqi^ I arq I 
l^q^§ ^tS^: ? I 3Tfq^qji^q5f qRq^qf^ qq;q q | 

I l^aqi sqi’ijqr^TRi: | qq sqpjqiqT qwqf^^qqiqif | sqiw q 
q^qrqq^i^ I q^iqq=i: q«pqqi%^ i qq q^ i q^qg^iq) 
qiqqg^ i qqr^ I ^qi^qi qqqiqqf^iq5^s%qq: i q^^qqfq^ i qqiqiq^^ 
qqi^l^ I qq qq^ q^iqjqq sqpjqiq q^ qqPfqq i ^qi^ q^i^ i qqqf- 

^qpq I qq^^ q: | ^ I ^ ^ Hiapii q^q4: | 
qi^ f^qqiq^ qiqqqiss: HMq fcqrq^ I q^it^qqqiqf qiq ?[^: i srq 
q#?fj^q5^ t^qfjqq ffqif | fqqq^^ | m qiq^ f^sqiqf^i^m^ 
q ^q^ I ^q^ | fqqrqqi^ft’sq^ i ^iqq^i g^sq;^ q?5!f^q;q 
%Kn<^ qqr I qrf^ q qifq qqqrf^ q %qt qrqi^^ I I 



(80) 




[ sqi. sr. f. ?? 


WTOf^T^ I 3TRIH: I q«T(w 

^ qra i \ qi^qT^qr- 

I ^THT^T I sqqraq^; i qqr qfr^itqq^ '^qan'^ff% 
qqr q5^q[ qq[% 1^3% qiqqrf^q- 

|sqqi^ q^^qiqi^ ipqq i qqq^ ft% qiWisfq f^^q; \\ qnpf?|^ ^^qqi 
^^qqtwq q|fq?ra | #r('?q w qrq^frpi q qfqii^fqrqi%%^ i 
iirq?=i^ ^^q^%5q ff^ | qlqWr ^[>q 

qf|fq^q ^f q i t^ f^qiq^qr^qi^ qiqq; i ^^qii^qtsq qioqiH^iFqi?iq^iq^q 
fnq^q^: | q*q«n^ q^qRfqiq^is^^qq fqqq^rqfi^qi qin^q qfqq^»r i 
^ q f^q^q qiqqpqq qssRiqqqqiqf^ra i 

?iR^qir^q^^q frqi^ q^qi^ l ^uqsqqfq q^qg; | q4^ 

sfrJRT qfq q ^qjq^Tq Rq| q^»gq ^^^qqqjq^q^q | ^ q^ 
fnq^q qqqi | qgi q^q^f^q q^'i q qi^qqiqq^iqqiqq^q^q qsFq^ wn 
f^q^; it'iqq^qi gq^ q^?nq i%i%^q?qqHg | i%gq;qqtq?|’3C™q^ 
q qi'^qqiqqqq^qsqqiq qq^q # q«nr5piqqi5qxq^ I q^qig f^i^rqit^ i 
q^qrqq q^(tqg i q q q^mnqg I ^ i%w qqi%^q:g i 

q ^ ragq ^ fnqgrq^ 3#^q arf^rq: ^ ffq ^] qgqgrqfgfq | ^?qirq^ q?rq- 
|q(^ qq q iw qqufq qqrqfrqqqfFqqrqqqrq;tqqTq^?Tqrf^qiqw^q>^- 
sqrqq^rqflq^^: qFq^%qqi^?Tqi q^qCifq sqiwg^^ ^ f^^q; | i 

qjqqqiqf^ qqjqqqlqiq^qgtsqqR^^q q^qi ^ ^gsqqmRngrqri^ qf^ qqi 
qisqg 1 :3^qq I q q%s5qq}qi^fsf^ q qrqq^irq | qqqq qRqqqiqi^fq i 
qqiqqq q^^qq^fqiRqi i hr qpit^iqqq friqRiq^g i qgf^qr^^qqRRiq 
qiqqiqq^q qi I l^qsiRqiq^ qmFqf^r^ i q?if5^: I qg^qi^ 

frq4: I qg[I qqilT: qrq^qqRq)^qqrq^qq5: | qqil| — qqiqjftqqT,^!?^ 
qiqqrqfq?5 qqwi qggqii^iqit^rqigqqiqqf^ qTO%q»^ qTqqrqq[cqi%% I q^q 
If^rSIrq^ ^ SRiq qrqqiqRiq qrSlrq^g I q#! sqiqi> q^q- 

q^jqqi qq^^qqqiqrqiq^tq Rqq: q(qT^i% ^qg i f^tcg^r #t # qqk: 
q^qf^^qiq: I m qff f^^sqggt m mm I f^^^qiqf 
^ q^ q qqr I qq kq qigFqpk^ ^Rg i %qi f^fq^qpgf|oi 



*!• 1 ] 




(n) 


I m: II I 

^ I fl I I 

1%^?!^ f^? I 

5^51^ I siR#^!f^^ #^*rr^if^ I I 

!l^: I 3TPFFrF%sft ^(fll^R- 

1 R^TRflsif. 

I ga 3TOf^ f% ^5^: ? I f^%Rcl^q|^I^ I 
I Jlr«??T#iii|^l% 1 I ^ ^ RRfRTPWfTRV I 

I WRflH proi ?IRR ^ R^nf^RWM? ?P# ^WRflTRiRI 
7^*11%: RH: I Rrtai RIRRR^RgRRR^ 

RT JR^^IrRI 'RRTR: | ^^I»lf RI ^«[«RRR. [ I ^RI^ I 

RfRWRRl^ 3^:^^ R^ RIRR^<Rsr^R^ R RRl RRR RIRRRRR TOl | R^: 
WRR^'R^: SlRt*FRmtR^R I SlfR^RRRIRRRR^ I RIRR- 

^oRRIr^^ $IR: I RRPRf^Rrt^ I ■Rr I^c ' ^RRI^ I M ^ W%?Rk l ^K l ^R- 
5RTOJ I RIRR^'RRlRfl | R% RRf^ R^BJIlRJRRRt R^RrT | 
<ro^Nt^ I ^ ^ r^irtoiR y^i?i|WR'ftRt^ rir: ii r^ri 
UPR fRSipt ^ sklRfRlk^ ^ ^R^ RfR^^Rl^RIf | 

l^?Rn(? I ^ Rn^ I Rg RRr r^ ^ #PRtsf^ 

^ frRif I ^Ry«r I Rn^ i1r{^ I rirriI^^^ 

R^pRRR^R: | RR sp^RSHRIRt: ^^3Ffti R5R R^RSqPlfRI^ I rTOTlfW^ | 
?rM^%irr I mm I RR rrIr^ Rf mm ^ i 

c^^lf^Rtf^i^R^^sR RR?R‘. RRRIRlRRI^Rt R^^fRRRf^^Rplf^ I 

^fideiR I Rf R Rf ^IIRIRR #P% RR^ RRI^- 

?R^^^IRR^^ R%fRT^% } I 'BR^R f^RRRt R5I^ RrIrRIRR 

fWRRl^fnR^?PRR I RR« Rf^ R^ IRR ^ ?RRl RRiRRI^Rl^- 
f®# r 4N^ R^RRf^ snaldll^ i rr r^ i ^r^rr oi I R%R Rt R t 
R^ I 51*1% R<^ RW I ^^W^R^^ I 


(W) 


t wrt. sr. f. 


I W. B I fTRIf^: I 

^qR«tf ^ % ci»m ^ I w^- 

'n^qf?n^ i l ^ ^ l 

?n^ I I I wm 

f#rf^ 'W5I??: I l rfPngrr^JRtSR^ SWimF 

gfWRn 5r¥ i %Wt i i ^ ^oif ^- 

I'W; I 3iq;rr^T^*qi W RT fii^ ^*l^f;c[*[ 1 q^sfqti; | 

;*TmOT sitl’%^^19; I I fqfqi%0Tisg^i«feMqT^ 1 

^ I 31^^ ipq^ ;3R^ fcq»f: I aF^qn^WSFR: I 

'q% fc?T4: 1 i fW 5rf^i^ ^nn’i- 

: I 3T«T im ^ftSRIoW^^JP^Jlf^qr^ ^ q?^qra|xq% 1 ^ f^^UPTr^^- 
5n^fqi^ 1 1 

WR[ I f^i^r ^oi>i<n5t f^'sfM 1 3 <JR^: 5n%<ni%?iii^: eg^* 

I fji^sn^'JT I q?j«R5r nig n'RF#:- 

fmtf nnsRfwg nig fcgijoTt^^rrm nij f:®nn^n f^'^nnsnnr^mf^ ^' 
^rnnoimf^ n n?n^ I ?i5r^nn^i%^i%5[^|’n# ^- 

f^ntnin«45nntng?fnf^%n’t:nf^nnini^win^^ finn^w sqqfl- 
^n?fiRW5ir^n^i^nn^i^iq=5nn frnif^ n%5nT^*n^ ffmf I 
^ I rR n^i^m 3Tnnni ^n|4if|n^’pn^% ni^ 

^ I n§j cRn nf^f^nRR nn^iiRn^ ni^nn n^ n nnr i n^* 
ni%5^n5n%K: ?pfrn4 : 1 I nm^ I nnn: ^nn^nnrnfrR^- 

^ W^' 1 3rrernT^....f^ i snn^rtr^i^mi^'n 

fw: I 3Rm^cnni^g^i^ %nif^ i ff q^mn ni^n nmg^ I 

m Ti^^^frcf f^n | ^ nRf^: nf^i 1 1|: nRn^mmn- 
n^nminiq^: nsi^^^t g q ^^nMf^^q ; | nRninn %qte^^ nf ^n ?nnr^- 
sinnii%«T: I nRnrn^ mnnm: 1 ^nr?mar ?gf^ nfinnn^qTf^; \ nRnWf^ 
^qnn; I nf^fnm: gnlnq f^ng 1 #nnnn g n q s gm nq n’^l^jd 
nJn^lg^im q? n^: 1 nni ^gfsi^^ nmmqnnf^ n q^ | 

q?np^ , q»n^ I gqwn<=n l i^n^{ [nnt5tgin«% 



? 8 ] 




(W) 


»n^ 51^4 d§[c^^P%*n>sf^ I 3Id: ?I f%q: | g*Tf 

mw^: ^ dw i dft i^^^qi?qirq§ 

^ I ^r f| q?if^si^ ^i^iq 5 ^% ^ ^ \ 

I II nivR^iq^wqcqi^ ^^rqfsq^ ^Fiqfwnq%iqi^ I 

wii qifq^w^ 'vm m d^qq^tq^rorar qq'q: ^ I ^ 

5iqt5|cq§i^d«i ^ \^ I ^ 1 

frqiqfH^ddt I q^qM m f^ S^THPld*! I I fTHqj^Id,! q?5lf^- 

qqq^ ?N: 1 inq df| qwi%qq(^ qjq^rfstiirqi^ i 

q^in^ I 1 q?qfi^qqq?q i iq^^^qpi^idti 

q??%rq% ci%q sqqT^"^ # ?TOq?=nRqq^j!*qfqi 5 fiiii^ ^ q^ii^qqdi- 
^ I dmi| qfqwRq=qq ^ srf^qraqqfri^ ^q^ drirf^qiwci fin }p\ q^- 
qq^ sqqR^ i w 

'^iq^ra: 1 ^50^ 1 m f| ?[i^ pqqwqi q^i^q sqqR- 

qqq I qifR qi^ q^jqq^ ^ ^q=qi?i 5 ^R 1^ 1 3 i% q|qqqprt^q 5 qqqRn?T 
^aRHii^qvi? 3 q I ipn f ^ f?qnR 1 I ^rqqRr?#q»l: 1 

I q#T^%dtl?siidqq?iTqr mflapn^ q miqi^qHTRrq^: 1 
^q^iqf qfqiqqrq m fnqqiqq; 1 q^q R|qf qFsqi ^q R %q^ fra^: 
^qwf ^iiqqrq q^^qq dR<?^q% 1 %q? 1 3i^fq5i^^qq<iiqiq^q qq^qiqi qiqq- 
cqq; 1 53 fq§rq^^li| 5 jq qiqqrqRi^ ^qq 1 sgcqqiqq^^ f| |p-- 

qRq HM qRq^ 1 qqi ^qi^qqi^ ^qqiqRq ^Mqqii^^qqr qqqfqqi^sf^ 
^ 5 irfie qiq: 1 qqqjqi^q^^ntrf^ sroif.?: i 'J tb %cqiR 1 f? ^qq- 

T<qqqfii ?rq^ inqifqqrqqi^ If^qi frqi|qif^qi%qi<qiqq^rqiR^^qMqqiR- 
^ I q^^qi frq^ q q^q?^ ijqqra 1 ?nq<q ffq^RN<qfqqif i 
qiqq^qr^^qq ai^q q qi^^ i^qm^q ^qqi^ I pqi Hf qwRqqmqi: 1 
^ 3 q^^qiRR I 3iqqqf qqi qq^l qqqf q^Wf^tfrq 

fq^ q 13^ q^q^ q^^q^^qiqi q q^r qq#q fqi 
iwqiqiq*qR qq 51 ^ q?^ qitqqqqi qq^% ^qq?i qiqJtqqqqr 
q>qq?#iT^ I ?iqq<qf^ q qqqi^rqlq^q^ \ qfi^qi^ I q%qf*iq^q^«if q^scq- 



(;«») 





m: I wM ^ w w i 

I di|wfl‘^«Rl^lR^<rd4^ TPl%^SSRfla^W5l: w^’ 

I cisr g^l^sRRKPft IT *n^g=sq^ I «r«r ^ 

gj»T^ ?i|Ti5i^an^ T«n§!^ ^ sri^ffs*^ I 

^flr I «isRn?n^'?R3»c^r%q4j i i 'M m i «f?3»i4 

5f? rrf^irf^fFHWH^ 15^ I I jrf^9|f^cq*gqjia9; I 

I I gqf%5 m. ^ i ^ f§ $tq: | 

3pqi4i qi^ f#?®iqfq si%^ fq4: ^ Rqi?iqf^ q^gi^ ^g g wqq- 
^qiWJ TO I q% f^qiifq sften q fsqq # ^q^: | 

# I qn^ q?^iftf fq qiqqgqi^ ^ q?r # i 
TOpIrii^ ^uq fi^ qR: 1 9iq f^wnf^ sqq^^q^ qq^ l qq^ qi^ %q 
5qq^? fTO I I ff 5nqrM l ^ 

^q<Jig^ I 3Tqf^ f^cq qf^;q qqi cRq I qqisi%?n^$t®qt qqi I 
qpjq^q ^ ^ \ i qqi ^55^ 

qM qf^ ^qiqft ^ # I qp(f^qq^^§ i qqr l^q*^ qt^ qt pi^- 
qqqn^f-iTOif^ I ^qftrqi^ I % qq^; qflwra^ I qqr § q§- 
qstf^R: q^q?qi^3[R‘lsf^qi^5lP^s*gqqq(t^;g[R^ i qq qicFqRl^^ 
qqi I qfsq q??:fen# qqiqn*^ I s^qr^rt q^pqi qiw^ i qqi ^qi^q^ 
qigrqi^^fqPrt^sTO^t^^ q%i^i*3qiwrqici^ q % ?q f^^ F q : i q^ q^fq^p q; 
q q: ^qq:^ q q sf^qj% i qqi q^ i^ qi^qi q^qf^ teii 
q^ Pitqif^ %qHif^ 1 qrf^^iq^ q%qq!: waWiq I qif^qjqji- 

^ f^^sfqqjqq^SRi: | q^jpq^ ^ $lq g^itagqgqfq qiii«qi%- 
«qf^ q 5rq^: i qqisfJR f^rq^ I 

qpgqqqfto^ qiq q?^ f^Rq^qn^??p^q*Fq #qiwii q i 
qqr ^ ^ ^f#qif^^ # l ^q^qiqi ^ ^- 

I ^tqr^ I ^q q ^ TOf^TO i qq%^ I qq^ qi% 
5 ^ q^qfc qqf^ i qq q q?iTO 

*R-»E#r^ f^TcTOif^ ^ q#ii ^ q^i^Rqfqi^: qiqfqgi^: q qis% 
aqqwiqwRq^: i qi^ q q> M qro qi^p^fe qiqqqi^ 1 1 » q^ q 
qisq: ! 1 3i*fiq^ q^ 1 q;^ M qii^iTOq q^ I ? i 



n. 1. ] 




my 


3!WI^. I * I ?#p^nWl I ^ ^pgqFfR: ? 1 ?I«gFl- 

I^T cPEgi^i q#f |3W 

#fR: I I ^ }r ^#ii 5iit ^ 

I ^ ^ I 5H ? | 

?i|rt ^ ^ jj ^q: I qtl^ 

R»is^I^q’^m: qqif^ ^ ^ ^ 

I ®w f% sqq^^fqi^i i 3i%5i i ^pBRrr 

^ q 5iqn ?Ri} «i«Twrqq!fqRi.i ||?SRiTqmi^ %iw: i i 

q^ ■qi^rqrf^Ri# qq# q^ qqil^ qi«nqiwqi?qi«i 
q< q: qiqqi^ ||q q qit-q: qi^qr- 

q# qqf^ I qqi q. q^ ^?5Rnqiq^: qi ^q i q i NtbAn qrsq- 
^ q q^qqq^^i: qiqqif^sn^ f^^^nq: I qg | ^^g g R i ql ; qq^?t%: 
qiqqR^n ^iq^qi f^; f^% qqr qf^frRqq»3qq*qq i qq? fte; 
5i®[: fiqqsfqiifzq^fgq^ q fq^q%§:^rqRifg ??s?: qsqqpqq- 

oqRR^siqRq rf ^^d^q^ I q I qi^qi^Tqnsqrqi^ q^ ^is^^qirqqm- 

q# q^ qq?ftt I q^ qiq^tq^qiqR^rqi qfqi^q^ qfq^ q^ 

I fsaqrirt sqiq: ^ f% I ^iqqq qiqr^: qq*%^ qq^ 

q^ ^jqqqiqisR qq^qiffqr^ q^ qqi qiq^feqraqr i qqr f| qqrRqt^ 
qrqqfqqqi^ q%l|qi?RqqiqqqffqqR qM ^iq. i ^ 

qi^T qn%qqqq# qqqlqqi^ qN ?5q i ?qiqqqiq; #sq q^ |(^- 

fcq^qq qqfq i sqiq: q^ qii^ qqf^ qi?^ ^^^qrf^rqr^ I 

I qq f| qq«lt f?q^stqq^[q! ^ ^gsqq i srq^^qt^V 

cqqqqicqqqr^qi qi«q i f^q^tq \ qqn^qj^ I qi^qri^- 

Rqiqqq^ qiRqr qcqTq%'^ q^ qgq^^qqqqqq qr qqnqq^q q4 qi^jR- 

rfeq^ I qqqwl^^: I q^fqRreqfitq: q^>3f^rrsRrq; 

qg^ qqqrq^ qfq^rqqi q qqf^ q^'^ I qq^ I qj^ 
q? q: ^q ^nrqi qq? q;qq^q qf|$iq(qfq%«?qiqR?^ q^- 

qqgqqq | q q^ \ q qqtj. qqyq # I q^qP^?iqfq^qqn^ 
cW ?i R^ qi q: qq^: q 'RT frq4: I R^q? q?^q^ q(^^ 

R!*p?qiq®ftqRrqif i ^ i ^ 'wq^iqRqft I w>m 





[s**n. si.f. W 


(n) 


mm 


H «R1% I «l«n I 

^ mdPf i i^g j ^p i 5 Wit m^ # ^ ^ 

qa:^ ^ ^ I I ^ fc^cRq?!^ 

qsw^ <^11^: I <^55 ncq^irqt^ 1 qiiqiiRciT tR^- 

<??=ra?Tqi^ WRhtsqJT^: i ^ eqp?«?Rqwwm(5c|il^|qift- 

, I cT^s^ qraf^r qif^ f% I m ’i^t^srpt ^- 


t^%i I ^ I H =^ ^’=nqqii«fi3q^»^i^i^Pw: i m 

^^Tiiqr5i>#|^ m ilRTTif^if^ I ^51^ 

I m g?(^ig ^q iq g ilq ^uiM i gH iq 5^qR(^ I 




iji I w- I 3ijfhm^ ^»4siql*n #Rn^T 

I m flraqi 

q^TRRRi: I i«5r I ^ I$rrt 

^ 'ffl %p^^*iWqq>qiKuiiHM^fN 5 rat*Ti^?f 

I anq^s^ V^a^jrt m i qfH|q^fii^snR ^ m 

R Mtq^^wqsnR^ I arq ^%i5q 

I ^ ^ fi I R %% wmk'i I RRl^fqfl RRSiq>Rfq^ | 
f% I I | Vf^ #. I 

^iR^sqllsR ^mk R: R I R: I I 

w^ I ff RRR^pR '^q q^ ^;5RT»iii^ q^sif^%^ 
q»ff q^: RcfR^ 5?nraJl^q>l%SI^q RR: q?r: q^lR^IRR^R^ I 

R5^: R^ IM 58^ I ^ ? I 3=^ I ^RRIRLI 

RRI^ I RT^ ^RRiRRil^ R^f%5^^fSR>Rt ^ Rqi RgqiR: q^ Rfq%^: | 
9 #fR?Rq;|in%%% 5 RT q^qlRt^ra^'^: | fRRirR'IRli^Sl^'^ %^ 5 FfRfRlTR- 
f?t^ RHT^ m RR^[R ^ ^RIcI^ I ^ R%?:^R«a 5 r4 

RRcI^ I cRRITORfqq^lfdRil^ R ^^SR'^: | R^ R^TRi^ PR^ R§R1R R^S- 
5^ I RRiR m Rjft q^ ? I gRR^ I ^RIRRR I RRlfl R^ R^ R RR# | 
^ 3 Rf^®l R^RRR: I RR^ RI ^RRTqiR 5RR RTIR^ I R^rR^cRM^RI^ RI^R- 
RjfiRRi^RRfraH RRTmq q^^ r^r^r RRitq Ir^r^ R>ff 

I m RR: Rg^RR: RRT^rqio^l RfW RR^ I RTRR^rR!^ I 

q^^ H Rf[IR?R glRRR^ R»ff R>?^ I RR ^ilR^ rWr|% Rgqi^- 



wn. sr. to ] 




( 8 «) 


f?irTO^f j I m 5 ! qPtwiF 

^ qq^qpqisfq q 'wt I gqqq I 

^sp% ^ 35 qf^ qq: qtsqq^^qii^sf^ qq%i q q^sf^ 3 qgqiq: i %iqTOq 
qq^^^: I qii^ qPtqiq w - 1 qf’loi: <?q ^?[fqici,i qq: 

qiv-qq^f^qii^ q# 3 ^: l q|q;q;-^^ q^ q’^if^i’llq^ I ’ 

sqn'N# qi«F^ qq|qq 1 ^ f^qq ii qq «q^ qqqqf^Mq tti 
^ m qq^ I qqi q qt?g^i|[q;q^ 33 ^ qi^^qf^ qsiq^i?iq||q^- 
^ 1 ^3 ffqif w{p^ qtq ^ 1 qq^^^qti qr 

3 q 3 qiq=qf qqqtqf ^^q 7 q | ^ q 1 % i 

^qqdi^ f^qoi q^qi^ q^l^ q qqr | f^fWqq^iRiq 

|fq4: 1 arq^^ qq 1 qf ^ qq?q ^^qfi^ q^qiq qqq qqqsq ? ^5#rqiq- 
qqq q^iqq ? ffqi^ i qq^f^ I q%q^ qiqq^^^[^nftrq^ 4 : i #sf^ ^ 

I qqi I qqn^ q^Rra*. q^^fq^; | q fq^rqiqq; qrqqqqq- 
^Fsqif^frq^: 1 3 n^% qr sq^Rqq I fqqq: qrag^ I f^qq 3 si^qE[ | frq 
^^ 5 RI ^ I q;: qq^T^ ? | qqi^ 5 q: qq^; | qqn: q?:iiT ^ 5 ^ qEii^: 

^ qf q qsn^: 'rt ^qRiqi i i5Riq^5^ I? q^Rqrsqqra: 
qqrq: q?iT: q'W: l qqrqqr qqii^: | m | f% qfq?iqq^% qiqpq ^ 
qqR: qq^: q^toirqtf i qMq%iqTJ%q i qq qrsq«nqmiq^fqv<s. 4 ^ q?:ifqqfqt- 
^ f^qqqqiq: 1 qq qr^q^Rt q^%q^q 3 fq^q?q>q qM^q qj^qa 

m qi^q^q: qqq:! qqi 3 qfi^f^qa^ aqraqrsq^qq^l^qqq^ftq^iq^qqqi — 
qgWF qMfqrAl^^q l SFgF^S^'^^rqrjqrqgqqql II 3 iq 

^ q^arjqqqf^ q^ I ^Fq^qqKqx^irqit^ qq qq^rqi^ I qji^: 
q^ q^ qqn: 1 qzrf^l^ I q^qiqqi^aqfq^qqq if 

q q qqqqiqMl 1 q fqfii^qqiqqifitsqii?^ Fq^Mt^q#q^: 1 qql- 
qqmqft qM^isiareq f^firqif 1 qrgqqftqfrqf^ I «Rnn%Mrq^: 1 
qq qMq^qiqiJ'^^fqfi^R^ ? i g^q% 1 qMq^qwi^ qwpq. 

^^cqqqi^ q 3 qi«qq 4 qiqpqli ^^- 1 q^ q q q»M^sf^q q: qrsq^Slq 

I ^/-qF«T -J^rqH ^ qq i qtq i 4,^%m(q? q »ii | ^^ [ \ 





(W) 



\ ?i^«f f 1% I snw^* 
f^: 1 5# ^ ^cf I ^ %finf? I ?nr ftr^n^ i 

?t5r f| ^ i sqiw ^qFWRR 

^ sqpqici I ^tJRJWr^ I I ^ ^ 

f^g# 1^: ^ frq^; | ^g^tqfjlrqsr ^fr(«Tr ^ I | 

I 31^: cqrn^ ^ ^il^i ^ 

m I *n^ I ^9rt^q^ ^BTnfVraiRcq^: i I 

H m\ I ^sf^qr^f^t^ q ^ 

sqicfqf siqirn^q^f^ § ^ i^f c[n%5i(q I ap? q qpqn%qf?imH- 

I apt qR: I qm^Afql^^R^fqn'^qrsR q4: i 

jqrfq I ^ q ^qq: p’z^qr qq^ q^r ^ qqg r 

qpqMqcqiq?q(lqqiR^?if?I, qqi qsfifcq qqqRRiftqf.cqqiqqgq5q.... 

.... ....^i^qiq qq?qiq;qfiq^^q5qiqq5ii^ q qqfqRRit qi- 
?nq5Ri qpn% q^«qi^ qjqi^ ^is^sniqkq, i aiq q i m 

Ig: RqRfiqif^: I ^ I I ^ 3 

q| # I ffq ijqqR^r f^qk qq¥n%^Tqtf^54qi%?WRqqT qq^ q^ srt i 

qq; q^ qq: i q g %: ^qiq; i 

qiqiqq: q^q^ >^rqqq[qq | fq to i ^rqtnfqif^ i af^s- 
^qjq^ sqq^^qiq qj^ qqi q^qiq^rqq i qqnq?^qr^f qq q|^5t 
qiRiq: q%^ q5rqlq5qq=5d? trq ;qiqq|qt qqi qg^ I afiq f| 
% qgl^R qW f%q% qi% qi qqM qg^ir ^ \ 
qg ^<Rqj pq q f ^ qi^^ qqq q?q<Rqq^iq^qRi^iqp^ifqq 
fqqiqjqaqq^q I qf| q^jiq^ q^fq^ #. sqRf^qtof | 3^ 

I q^5q^ gx«^sq: q?iq^ ^’^qwq^ql^^jqgg^ 

sp^q^ I araiqK^^q l qg f^; ^ts?: epopil^fqqqqiqiqqr |g: q^ 
qflkt qq ^ ^ qqpq^qf^RiqqRStq sqigf%: i ff 

^ qwpq^ ^ qqr ^q#^q^ q^q^ l^rqqqiqqqqlqsqq- 

^qiqq;^ g^q i qq: qq^rgfrrqfiki^TqRfqi^q q q^tqqf qq^ 
fqqq^ sqqii^ I q qrqiqiqiRq qq?iq^: sigi^t^ W ifq^iqjfR pq? i 
mi ^ wnqiqRqiqRWRq qi^q 

ai^. k#»t q| ^R^fq sqq^ # %l?: ,i qi^ 



s*n. ST. f . U i tTT»i^y?rt ( 8 ^ ) 

Ti^ jn^TTOWT I rii? 5 f I i%>i;q 5 ir:qi% 

^flfet ^rq;q^?IfiqT ^t|^c[f 'n 4 1^3^ ^l^SJqqPTcq^i^ 

I ^iqHiq’ftra I qtr^f?gq?qf 3 qqqiRr^i%'^^Roii 4 ^ q q 2 % i 
^ {^ q qz% fra qra: i ?i 55 nq\%’qi% I qq^qraX'q 

^« 5 ^TTra: 'RTq^fWJra I I aWRqraq%% { aiqiN: I 

«iqq|q^i%qt^wi cqq=^^ ^qra^ q I '^ra q qra^rawsq- 

WTCT%^i% ^ qrat ^ra ? 1 ^i^nmR'n^q 1 g^ra 

0 c ^ 

T%qqq ? I qq: qq^ ^ firq^qq i%^se^§ I q^qq ^%q 'm: \ 

sT^*'i»fTq^i 4 (^ I qi^^q^qfqViqqtqf^f^^: 1 ^ 1 fiq g ^\^ 

I %qf%fq#qi qqq f|^qgqqs[ 1 qq? qiq^oiiq^ qq^^qi- 
q qiq» 4 #ra 1 flqlqi^^ q^ ^qqqq cri fqiq? 3 ?qqi sqfq^^r 
qr qf q[^f*qq|fqraqra5Rq^r %qi: qgqq; q q 5[?SqragqRiqq. 
q.#fqq: qraq?qq%:qii^q^qrqqiq s^i^raiqq I qraq?qqq«i ^^^raq^qraV-qi: 
qqras^^qi qqiqqs^i q 511^1% 1 qq qMifqqRiqraqqqqi 

qf^qfq^q q%q qqq^q^l qqq: I q^qf^qil?qqqiqqqraqi5rqi[ 1 

wsqimiqiqf^qqqq '^q.^q q%qi qqi ^qtfqra i^qq; 1 ^iq qqif 1 q^qm^qii^ I 
|:^lT^fqjff fT^ I f f #qqqq it^qqgqqqiq^i fi% q?qiq?%fqiiq 

Rraqn^qira I qq q |:^qfq qq^t; q^^qf^q qqis^qti |:^q^isqicqq: ^q- 
^ I qR^^tfqi: qqiRq; ^qsqi fcqfqqqfq qr^q f:qq 5 rqqqcqiq?qf[q^rq |q 
qiqr^q: 1 qqfqil^^qra |;^ qqiRq: ^^qRqqi i%cqiqi mqqiqq; qqiRq: 
^q5^ fcqrit |:?3i@i5i^ qpq l^ra fra 1 qqtq^^qq% gql- 
qtqqq^q^ qqiqqjiqiq ^5^qq 1 3i?qqi qr ^i^cq^ I fgqqq?q qq^if^ 1 
qrqq sqiqg qqT^^ri^i I qqi^lq qfq?Tn%ft ^jqqsq frraq; 1 
I ilifqqitqq qfl^qiira ^q^^q i%qq- 

^q?q: qra qsq^qfqf^q^f 1 q^qr w^ qftqqira; qRqqiqq^isqif^f 

^qRqi% I «rai q^raqilt qcq^rqq^qRqf qRqqiqqqRraqwFqr gCra: h 
q f^^q: q|qfqi^ mq fra 1 I iSFqqiq'oi; qRqqft'qi 

qf RRqqiqqq^fq qtiqq qiq*4q=5qq 1 q qRq^qfiq Wqfqra | 
q^ I qqq^ fra 1 ^qq^ qsiqt | ^rq qqiq: 1 ^ qi^^q q^iq; i ^?qrq^ q^qr. 
fjqqt |q: I qq qq^ qq qi^qrfqfqfqqqRi^ I ^ qsii^: qiq*4- 



iSR: I I ^?wi5r i 

I 3^ I JJl: ^ ?5Rl fl^ $1^: I q^c^I^RR^RT^ltl ?51^ I 
I q®5[I^iq%: I 

I fllWSF^r ^^: I STO^^Ita^^ 

lit: # I 

I ^ wftra I si^i^^fsq I H I 

qs^^f 5! rqqiqt i meiHJft- 

^ ^ qs% sqiqRfqi- 

sr^q I ?5i;%q Jira^^r i^isiRWRRqq ll 

^ f^fwR 5 ^'c?Rqqi?ff ^q^q 5 # 5 c^qi 5 i l 

I Hq^-sgqq; | ^IS55; ? I ^I^qiFqqll- 

SR^Rqtqq?^ I I ? I I 

i%?Rft n ^r: 1 5wiq ^pqqf^q: ii 

I Braqiqt^3f^ I ^Rfq^qg |fq>q ^ll^q^qi%f 

^q I qi^qiq ’irifft^f^fq q^^q wim \ 

^ I I^;g[ f% I I: ?RqWM% 

W( Hl^f^SR I Jlrq^q qi^f^# fqf^^WTRT^^J I 

5#: f ^q: qiRsf^qR Rra^q^ i q^i^-sq: qn%^fq f ^ 

I '^W# RR^TO^-sqi q^isiq «nqqfqi^q: 5lfq?^ \ ^ai^'^Rll^l 
qfq^q siRt^ q^: q[qq?qi^q: i i 

^ Sliqqfra | ?Tqqq SM: qqqi q ?Tiqqts?qqq: ^(q%iqiSf- 

f^qf# 1 ^iqiUfq^qt q4: qs?R q^q ^i^'q qsqp?^ «qqqf>q 

sTiqq^fiiqqtqqfi^^ f^q^ i qt^f^qf^^i^q q®?R Wi'qf i I 

aqqqrq^qqqtqqfqqqi^q: | qiqq qqi | qi q qiqt;qq j qq sjrq^q 
I siR^i^q il qtq^ruwq Rq^sqqiqR q qiqRw^ M4: i 
3qq(^ q?q% qiq qiqufqq; qqi^qiqqrw^q: ^ ’^qiqi^ i qq 
qtqHR^5i I m qqqqt^q ^qiqqi^r qqq- 

f^qiqqq^Rqiq;. I «nqqfqR qfqwR^qfq nrqqqqql^q qfqrqqq^f^ I 
qnq^qi^ i ff Idf^qsqqsqqRiqjrttf&i i ^ q*. ^ '^^^, mm. 



«n. sf. f. n ], ) 

f^: ^^' SITO'J^ 5^- 

I 31 ^ 1 ==^ HI I HHI^ | 3 %» 1 cf|- 

SPjflHf I 5nJn’RTf[ 1 

cfc^H ^ I HHI HIHfHIHr^fR I H'HHH H I ft^ I 

I IpsRiwRTH l^fgFnqi^R^ I Hi^ra I i 

^r:qq mi% i I f| 'ra^i%- 

W^ I HHI H^HtHHT HFHiqW Sff 1%: HH Ht 4 §^q w im 
ff^ I SIf%«I I HI =H H^llt HI’9: 

H 5^ HI fHSiqi^qqHIH^'H I 3%«n^q:H l H Hit gHHlst 

fcHraf^HR^: I 3lt^lHW ^^51^1 H<II 3cq?i[ I HHI ^^ f^tf^HII^l ?5^Hcq^ 
H^flHT'q^^'lIIR I ^ ^ I%H # ffqi I HHI f| ^JIh ?I^I^H |«I% 
rq^ HT^ Rif I HR Hiot I R^ ^^fl%n^ RIHRlf5tRIc[RigWI^% | 

RIf% I g-^:Ritigif^HI5r3qi | \ RPRHHf5HRH% 

q?R f HR I ^ H H^ira I RiI%S|*. 52'Ri<^ HIHI^cft HIHHHHftlH I 

m HHT m^’ HTigRHPfnH I HH Hit HIHl% 

f4iRI f%RIR %HR HR HH fR I HHIstH-RIfR^cFRIHIlSl HlrR^J^H | HHI 
H^HH^RIH g??fqi^H^%R; HHRH^IH RRHn%HI^R: HRRJHIH ^^if^- 
HRIR^R: mH?HTH R|^t^R!T^HT^l^R: 51 ^;rIH ^S^IR^IR fin 
m. I HHIW R^ HHIH I Rl^H'^HIRFRFRiraHfll^gfRU^H I R^RW- 

HR: RHR; I WR H %r;H RHR^H ^HRIRM I # R^l%lH RtRIR I 
HHl I “ SI^R^iHIHl5t^RHiHIIs^«? I HWcIIR RIH^I^RR^: 

R^ HRIRH% -’ I m R^SJ^H: Rf!HIRRiIH^ H | RfJIR^ Hf?R. 

^igqiFHR I nil R RJ^RRSFIR HI ^RHRI^HM | HHI H R^I%iH? RfiH«I 
hIh^: ^HHRIRSg^ I HHI “ IfT^lRcRRsqM H^HRHR H^Rn^ IHf^ I HIRHH- 
R^H^ sHtR mflRRsq^IRIH ” I HR |dRrI^ RiRqRc^ | 3lf^R§ ^rRMnW 
rRI^S^: I aiSRlRlf^ R[%i^H R HRRR I HtWRIR Hf iW^^'HHHI- 
RII^I^Ir H%H H^HIRK HHHR^HIHf^ra Hm, | 31^^ 



( I [ «n. SI. f. n 

I 3Tlf^3(^rqRJ7l'TOf5^ I 

^ irE??ra I m #p% I rRi5iiops[??if&j I h 

^ 3^1 1 ^r I ^%51^'iqi: i 

I Epi^wiR^fEn^ I f^^.'T 3«r?B I 

3TE?fTR 1 5if;cqi^qtRWcn%^ I f^q^ctpri I 35t srp! 

^ sqtfqqqi qqq oqjl^rq cptq | cPqSoqTp^q c^m.^ 

TFtT: 1%^IM aiqi^IM^Rr^l ^ \ f% I 

3 I ^fSiqi^rqlpi q^lWIcT^T ^ 

JpEgtqirqq^ ^3# ^-. 3FTf | I ^ 

!FI^ I ^’Tqrqqiqr^'nwf^ 

I I aii^i^i^ii'wq 

=53rrF3rq5fRqt^qi^ I%?Ff^rqFF | qqii^cqi^ ^qi5FSlf^’5l^ I 

i%^qF%i?i^ f^iwi^: I 

qqis5f w^ q q^qr^ I 

qq qfeqq q^q-qq^ qrfiqqq qt?[^ q?qqTq: ? i qrq^iq^- 

qi^^qq^i^^^qq: q^^jpgqq^q^ q qi^ | aFqqqiqi^i^ I q ^1 

qi^ ra’^i ^fqiq^ l sqfq^iqf iqi^q qi^sTw^ I q^ qi^ ^ 

qqiq: I 3111^1% I iqn^qtf fsr^qqiqqi^ i fqsnqqi^q i 

f^fqifqfqii^q^qiqqqi %qtiqqFq1 q?5iqiq^q5qT fiq I fqtsgm^ q qi| 
qqqwrqq: i qf(qqiqq?!irqiq^q5ii^ I I qq^qi f^f:qrqicq?^i- 

qiqfq^q i q«n qrqqra i ?gFq?qi>T^ # fra | ?5ira^ qqi^- 

fqiqn%qq: i ?5i^ q# qfq5i^qii^%qq[qqi iqw i qqi% i 
5iqqiqi q5iT>qiqi ^T#q# sqiqrq^^f^Mqqr ^iqiq?Tiq%% qp?qi: i q^qqq I 
qqq^tq^q I qFqiqiqsq^^qq^'q fra %i ^ qqi®! ? I 

^jcqiraf^t ^q,q i f^?Fqiq^q%^qtqici i qpiq q^ f^qiqraiq^ i sraiiq^raiq#- 
pq^ ^'^i<qi#qiq'racqi%: %q q | q5i^'jnqiqFq[ i qqr f| ?i^'qq% 

3Rqfi qqi^^F%; q =q ^#qi<qi^raqq5q% ^qiq^ ^TT^qrqq^^: l 
^ q5T^q[%q^qi i ^ qsi^ i i#i^qq^i>FqT: 

qi%f^qq^i4raq^iq; | qraq^w f| ^qsn q2^ ^Fi^q^qi^i ra^- 
cqqF[F% qf^'qqq^^q*q ^ ^ f^WFi I q q ^^ira(%qq: i 



«n. sr. f. n ] 


^ ?r|rqu^ fir ^ qjf^^lfqqirr ^ | 

riwi|?wr?R%qi%5«r1f di i %iqiqcq^ I ^i=q5pi%iRui =q i ^rtt- 

oqiqR; ^tTII RIsf^ST[%: ^i\ I 

I 3r«ni%qf%^?wi^: i df| e|fq?Ri ff^ sqi^ i 

^^^q^’=q^«[t%jqiq^^%cq%: | q ^'Jloqqq^sfvroqt%: I f^qi 
i f%i%qRcq qrsiirqrqsiRW: | q«tT|^ 3 q?ra 
fj^i^ sqq^rsteqiR i^^qr ^ qntiq qd 3 r|q=qR ffq ^qilr- 
TqrRq; # I dwf|?wrq?%qTqqtHqqifi, «T%q^ r 

^qi: I I (rq =q ?cr^fqra[Eq^ TO srid 

q# ^ q^iqrfi^ i ^ I'^qpt \ 5^: tof- 

dqi 1% % 

wd: I fq»=qfsriJ^fq$rq'JirsqfH«f%*Tqiqr^ q mr 

q?Trqi^ sif^qi?Ji^^ m 1 sirq^i^qi^^: 

|qd q q^tqi^risrqioiRRiw q?q; qwqTRfqi^iqici^l Riqqrai^ I 

3 Tq^q 5 Rq Riqqi?jfqrci, I fqRMR fi% I q W<qiqqqq: q;i%?qqteiT 

Hq^q: I q?:t^Rqi'qrqiqrq, 1 qqrfl q'qTOsqfroarqqsqi'lf^qqqf^ ^ 
I q^^f 5 i^q’c?Rq^qiTOq*qsiiqk^^ qsif^ R^iqq 1 

l^jq^qqoqvgqqq: | ^ q q|q^ 5 >W(qRIH R#q^ 5 Pq% sqq^lsq | qq 

in%R^ q2: 1 qjqqsqi^Rf^rsqqql q%q fiq ^iqiqq^iiq: 1 q q 

TOqqqsqqiq q^qi'qqiqqn'^fqifRRrqiqi q ^qr^t^ I q^r i% 5 iErq^t 
nraiqiqffiqiRR^qqi^rwi'i^fqqTq^q l qqir| q^wiRf^'iqqfqqi 
^ffn?qiq^|cq5rt: qRi'qtts^'q^TqiqqqRq^f^ i q f| qqtqi%iraqiFq^q^qr: 
RRioiq: ^q 5 qn%q^*qqqR^q 1 q f^qsqqiq q|q qRi^'q^qiqr^t^qj: qj f^ 
q?T spqq: ? I I sr^H^'rq^qi’fqqqqq # iq’S^ifq^: 1 sr^ritt %q^- 

®s. 

cq^rqi^imm^tRqqi’qH^stqf.rqrq'wqc^l qq qqqiqq^qqnqr: q^qi^iq; 
TO^Rq: M ^qq 1 fqq^qqi^qr'qRiq^’q^f> q^qi^ '^'iq^qiqqrqq^-qqiSis- 
q^q^qisrq^^qqiqr iiqiqiqq^iR^sqqsqfq qp^g; ^ sirq^r^qg: ? 1 l qf^ 
sRnq^ql^qi'qq: sif^qrq^ qqrsqqcq^frfiqsfq qznqmq: ^^qqr qfqqrHqiq 
qlis^ qr 1 q^Rqqq%(3%sqi^r qi i qq q qiqqqiqq^qtsc^^t 5^: | 

I qqr^ ^ ^q^ m sm^q 





[ 5?JT. JI. f . 


(H8) 

^^^%^'Til»TIcl.l ^ ’^ ^q^RII^sqq^Si^qcq^^SfrTvf fl% I 
3m^ ?I»n ^fq^PTRI: 315T^|^: | SJ*#! | 

3I«T sjfH ^^011^ H»T^rR^R0lRrq^JI f^^t^qr, aij^fqif 

ftf^ I ^qqri^iwqin^ I qisqqq^ 1 3iq qtn qqll^iqilqiqqqTqq 
!iqqiq: ^#q: h q qiqqiNq^^qraq't q^r^q qsTi^ I 

^ q % q qwi.1 qqi ftrqiR i q?cqiqq; ^qqif^^^i^qqM?- 

^ qjR'q qq:^ I ql^Rt q q^i^^q: ^qiqiqqit^ qoq;% I 

IqHf q^qsRtJi^ sRqiqife^ i m qiq^rfN^ w^ q^w; 

I q# OTqq^iqqiqif I ^rqiq^i^ I aqrqi ^qtqrqi^qqqi- 

rN * ^ 

Hqqiiqq>R"iP?qqiqi^^ qji^q; i qq^^ siifqrq ^qi- 
^ I aqcqqq^: ^qiqts^qqn^Rq pi^qrgq^# 1 aqrqqqi^qtq 

I ^qqjqqR^i iqfqq^TOT qq?^fq | ^iqjqi 

I qqr Iqtf^qj^q qiiqqqqicq5I^?%<#T^cqq q q^ l f% q %TTq- 

qq^ l^Rq: ^qq5^I%liq3tq^I|cq?pq | fcqq^Tfqqq^qq ff^ qiq: I JII^. 

^q^ ^ qi^R qq: | qi^l^fq q^qiq | 3iq ^qqqi q?Ti- 

qiqrqq ? | f^'^lsq wq'jitqi%i%q^tf i T^fq^qii^ ) ^ I 

tnqoifqi^: ^q^q ^qqqmfqi^^ q^^q^q i aiifqqtsqfq^'^q qqisfqi q^q- 
qtql qiqir^q^Cffq^ I qq^q qiqic^qw'^ m ^- 1 R^fqjqqs^^q 1 3i?TFqoi?qi- 
Rqi I ^riqoicqtfq^ qfq^q I qgl iq^iqiTIfq^[q(JrrqtF%R qjiqfq l%[qi^<Jiq I qfqqq^l% 

f^qqifqfqq: | qqqpqR*q5i§q«igrRJli^ I q^RiHfqjqiq 

m: I m i^r: qi%^ fqqi^qq ^ q^iqrqfqRcqtf i qiqiqv:^j% %{^ I 
qpiTc*q sTiq'qrqnqftq i qf q q^^q% iqq^q qfq^qiiqqiH^qqqrqic^'^q q^qi 
?qqqrq^q^«qqTqcq[q^ | q^q I t^' qfq qfqqraqsq^tqq qfiqq qqqq 
5r%qRq qqqqxq% I qcqi^q^ q%s^%q qfqtqqq; i q^q sifqiqqiq^ qqiq: i 
m q5i^c[fqT:qqKi^% q^q[?^ ^ q ^qqiq qq q^fRrqfqfqcqif i q' %iq | 
qi^f^qif^I^q%# «nqq: ^ frqqi^ fqqfqqq^l qiqql^qq; I 3Fq t%qq 
qRq^ %q{^if i qq^f? || 

^5q^q\^?q fra | l^rasi^rqirqitqiqiqqracqq: i m^: q?raqq 



«IT. sr. fo ] 




) 


I f rRIr^t^TlR I ^ I ^ I <I*n^- 

I ^ »3[q 

515^151^ q I ^ =5(1^^ 

I 5irqmfTHi?^?T^^if]^ i q*T^^‘ jfRis? ci^R ^f| 

^'riWiit ^151 isra: i ^ qi^5Ri<ii*[ 1 3T;?T^snf^si»Fniii- 

5T^^; I ^«tI5«JITTqt ^ ^3[^q Rrqc4 I 3Ff^c?f^ f| 

^Ct 1 m I ?Fc[J?F- 

»^fs57Tt®ff Hfqr^ fTF^rir i I ?nH|fq?j% ?Fif^ 

55qF% I F%fqrwk%flHF^iTF5T5fTF%R?FFWg'F*T*?F^ 1 ^F^ OTFrU^J^F- 

I SF^FiJiqFcF ^ I kTF%^| ^T'-^F iFiIJFFkF^ I aF?lf 

WiFF^F^F^tf ^F^mw 5?FFq^F^^F'T^F®^. I ^^FtI m ^^0] ^R- 

WFFRTR ?F ^m?F ?fFTF^^^Pi ^F^F^ ^kF?TT%: | ^m- 

I'lfTF^'^sfeF ^5FFN ^>'n ^F^ ^IT'^lIcHR I 

^^FcT I ^ SF# ^FS^Fsi^ R%^ ^^k^F^f^^rF # | cRFSF F'^<F^5F3i?s|Ti^ 
SFr*^ ||: I ^ f^'F^F^^F I^TFR^t ^^Iri I m ^ ?F^^%- 

^Icl.? I 3xq^ | 41iFFR^^FF'q^%; frSFf^JRF 

^ ^ ikr^F'^qf^^ FR^FT^I ^FWFR^ SFrqWfFl?FF- 

F%5T^^»n^'F«F ^ ^F^^FR^ qF^T^F^f^FR^lk SF^F^F^ ^F 5?Tq^F* 

I 3F^ '^F?^3<FFR^ ^^T^F 'T^q^qF 'R®F !#T5Fr!FF^fR^|F^ 

^F^F^F^ I SFfkFl^'^ WFq^: <F«fF^qr^ RF^qF3l[3F3Ft|^%3 I 3?3 ^,^ fqF^?FF% 
;3tF 5IF W — 3?F 3F?I R^’%4 SFF3’T^3F%F^ 'i^W3FF%RF3’53^F3l%F^0FF^- 
F3W^3 SF^^F*^ JFn%3FF^3F ^F3F33 3 ^Ff3 3?F5SF3FFF3??3WF% I 3 F^i- 
fMf fc3F3F3 <^3 3FRF'Fr^% I 33Ff^ I 'F^oinRS ?^^FF^^ 31^ ^F^ 3fRF’?45 SF3F<n 
3 33: SFRFqFRF^FIR^RR?:: | 3F3 q^F^F OT3 33: !WF0FF3F3?FqFi3f5FF- 

^331: F3^: I 3R33F RF':33':3?33FFI^ 3 35^^%^33lf3 533: q3F0TF'F53FR: 
^F3L I 3F3 3F3r3^ 3F3 RqF^F 3 5FF353l[ 3F^^ 5Fr3f35 fF3 ^3. jt^F 3^f^* 
3RF I 33F R3FkF3rf^'?^%SSr^33F3RFF3RF 35F^ ^r3F3FR: I 3 f?3 # | 3^: 
,335F^Ic33% 3^ ^ ^1(^333: I | 3FFF35I53I^3f|3ik 

^^orF I Wi^ ^3(3^3 3i3?3n?F3 33#FF3:_I ^FF^jkF 3 33F3F SFf33^ 



( ^ i ST. ?0 

^^IRf I 3 ?liri%§ I 3 Tf?I% 5 fr 4 ^ I 

«T 5 rtfef ^RgsTRq w ^ irq^r^RfqTf I hM f(^lR I 
^lt5i;qr5|^0NtR^^ I 5(rs'n%'^5i 

I SRR^r^l ail'^Rq I 

amiRRcIl 3 *FR% I ^nR ^|^^?iT<nr ll^cR^Wq^q ^ % 
I R =R 5 T R?q 3 »Ri^=ER fR I i ^ 

RRWi^ 5 iiqi^ I Rsraw q 3 i^nnRrqi?R«r i qf^Ri^f 

RfrR W tI^(^ 15 lR(% I RR^ir^JiT ? 5 qT<nf l^f^^sqRl- 

RiR^Rili: I w%^R 3 ?iT^R q2iRR Rspq: ^In: I 

f^TO^qHT^2I?RfRR^ q2lf^?ll Rf q21?J^goq^qt?.l^q 1%^T f^qm: 1 
qqi ^ 5 ^qwfqi^w^wi^m?iRqq R^Ri^scfis^q^ui: i t| ^^q- 

5 [qircPT^%qi%lffe?R | ^RF^iq ^ 33 ^^ RR^fq^^qii; | f^l^I^qT^ I 

qf^fsf^^RR i qqr q^qri^ I aii^ 

HfnwiRiRqs^R^^qTJficq^: | m ^rir ^rriri^r^; i q 3 r^- 
^ I JTTqfTRiR qqrs^RRR^t 1 i%r q ^ 1 

^mw{m I ^ Rsq^^RRfq^' ?#pq% q^qq^RiR^ I 
31 ^ I Rfq^qiwTq: I r 13 % m’s\: \ 5s^ff^=sq^ 1 

qq rrr: I f^R^qtqqq 1 qqlqqji^^q q f^qscqr- 

^i^q«n 3 cqqf 5 iiq%«Jf^mtq«: 4 i% 3 : 1 ^3 qqqiq^rq i^f^fjqiRqq 
?R q i^^qwqq qr^q; l qq( “ qqi^qisqqq^ f^qj^: 1^ q#qR 1 
qos^ ^'l^q qjif^i qfi^qq 11 ” ^ 1 q>qqf3#sN i^rfN^iqt q q^ 1 
qqi fi# ss^^iCiqf i%qqi'qf fqqRqi?:2%'^i qi^^qisi^ m ? 1 qqfqsRqqt 
^qT5Rq q^^'^^^ntqi^qqq ?q ^3. 1 qq ’R^tw^q ^ 1^ qq 
f^ra^ 3 qi ? I ^ §q^i ^ q ^qi3l ^q i%Rqqi qqRiqqi- 
fqifqi# R13 ? I qqr qi% q2qc{i^^oiRr?[i5Rn:q# rri i qqi fqqR 
qR ^ 5 i q f^q(|qi^^qTqi;q qq^ 1 qqi qfqrqqi^ ^ i^qiti qiqi | 
3 R qcqqR: fiRq% 1 #sq qq;^ ? qi^qq 1 qq q qiqqi^icR^^: 1 
EqTq^i%qi 31^ qi^Fqi%qiq 1 qnq q|fqfq; 1 iqqR^q fqqRqi^%^qtqi3i 3 r- 
q«i ^qR ’R qR?i I f^qRiCqq’q^RRqiqr qiqiqi q^^^Rqiqiql qi ? 1 
q?pj: qsRR^i ^qr q^;^^ 5 i%Rq?qqi^wiRiirq 5 qq^^i^qilq %qiJFiqi- 
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(H») 


W^. ? I ^ ^ ^1^Irq?jqH?ctIl^I M# ^ 5,Jl: 

^ I ’^«Tr siIn: I ciqi^ i 5?^T: Sff 

f%q% f^l f^(5FR ^g | m 

ari^raqwiiii^qe'i ^'^ 1 % ^*tcii: i ^cf?:5[q^t5igRtf^^ ?f5ri;^^sif^^ii; 1 g?;t- 

f ^smroii^iqig, 1 ^qifl 1 ^ sicq^q ^ir^iTO \ 3ii?-mmi- 

j%f^qi^fcgqRF5ig^^?f^i^T!5^ ^r^iRiigR | q^^^r^RII' 

H?q;i«iTrl^^’^R^q ^ 1 Rcq?q^sF^^: I 

^siiciqRqiRqi'JiRfqii^R 1 sii^ =qi^t^|q ^i?^q(- 

|gRi% I sira#^qq5?5i: fra i sii^i^Ti- 

teqitg^q ^wk^'. %m-. 1 3To?(n^n%3[ 1 q^ ^ 

^ ^ H I T^^i4qi<Jitqicq^ 

I m q^^q ^M^q^Rqiqq;; qTffq^ssqiqqjifq^ fra I q^fi^q 

q?Tq^i^^?qq; wq q i q q^i ^r^f qqq^iqqi^ ?qqlqr- 
^m^qiTi^q f^g l 3n|i% 1 ^^^rai feqq: | ^^^\- 

T^FSj # I Iqifqf^ ?iq: 1 qqu^ RrafTi%.?i[i^ q«n q?iR?qqra'q!s;qiqq.R =q 
IgH q qii%: iq^ qiiq qraqif^q fffqqqj% ^qqira^sq^qqfq fra I 
I qR igqq^g^q^^^^qq; 1 q q^gq q qR 1 qrt^q 1 
§riq^ qii | ^ g^iraRIf I %!% I 

ffqq: I 3T;qq^R qir^ frqq^ I 3^;^ fqra^?i|qqi%g[Rq^q- 

5fqq qq^; w- ^fq qq ^\- qi^qii^Rq#- 

F5:%fqq^%?^q ^qrq|qqnq^qFqqqfq?:R ra qFq^^5raqki^RRif?q 

5qiq?rq i i qfqk5iqfl:^r?iqirat qf^qiiqt 1 q*qi%l%[iq* 

q'^lt qf^^qiifF fq^rqoT qqig}^ q<3 qq I ^qr^^qiqqiqraqfteq^^- 
qiqraq I 3ra %q%qm^[sfq k si^raiq q^^ 1 i^^q | iq^q^gqrf^: 
q^ q^q q^q q^qr^ q^T^ I qq qfjq^R^qTOq qqqqRtq^fl 
sif^fTi^l^fisqiq^i^^qRi^ qqqqRi^s^q 1 qqifq kfq^tqR i%jqiqrqiq; 1 
?!rq^qH^ f^^F^qi^qk ^qi%q fra ^qiRq 11 ^iqqinkq: 

frqq '^«F«trqTq^^^j=qi iq«fq fR’l: qqqq; q q%Tqq^^ qi ^.tPqsF: I 

iC 
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I H 3=5^^ I SRf^- 

I ^?f^®i’Tif«r^^: I gq i frcq if ^ 

ir%?pn SR^?f fr?n^ I ^ ^ §rqt: HWR: ^ ^NIT^I 

I ^ 5i??i^^'Ji I ji q^q?q^ I 

^ 'q cnqiqiRiqsiCi q q^qfq^q I qq [^cqq™R: 

i%?=i^fqfqf qsi^f^ Hq^m^i^fqi^i%q5i[ | 
f^: ^15?: qqqc^r^^iq^f^ ^ qf^ jq; sAqfqi- 

^q^q: 515? fi% I ^Rcj^q HRTRR^^fEqq l l 

qii^H q5iq^ q^iqiSF qte[ i q^qiqqqfq^q^qi: m qi^ 

^q; I 3Hqq(%^l^ |q t^q%qi{? | iJrfi %cqn^ I I 

3iq t^qq^qff'^ qwFqq^iq: i qi'=‘qqqiqqqi q ^qi ^ ^q ^qn^ 
m q «#; q>R<Jif^if i q^iq^qrfq^q fra | q^^^ra ^qra^fq4: i 
^r^qf^cqr^ lf ^3 |qraqq?q# q*. q^iq: ^ ^ ^^laraqqq^q^ i%^iqi^ 

R^qlsf^ qf^ qsqf^rqif I qiF^i«IW^ I q^ra ^ mm \ ^ ^qiq^siq 
%ql q^ qq^^tu# fife qjiqftfqtf i qfq | R^jraoi^o^rq^qra- 

q5iP»qqra^^<qq; i q %q# qtqifqiq%iiq Nt frq4: i 

q^ f^^qqrqfqq^f^: i%qq R^qrafl qRqiqrai^^i^riraqirqq i w»- 
fqfqi^ I qqifq ^q l Sl^it^q'fcqq; | ^ ^4 q5l?^^l'lqRf^qfqi^ I 
qqi’fttqi^ I ’^qqf^'q i qq qiqf^q^q^ qq^if^’pqi sqjqqrai- 

q^oifq OT^Rra i qq: wqFqf^5raqi%q f^rq q^es®^ qrqqw^ 
qq^ JFqrqii^ q sqiqqqq: qq^q^^n^qq^ 

C C C 

I q^l^ I q^ratsq Nfq% | q^«l q^q: qq %qq 515^. 

^wpqf^Rq %qq qf^ I qq ^ ^-3^q ?t tfqqt|; | q qra? ^fiqm Hiqpq- 

fiqtq'H^ 51^ qw qwpqqRq l <^q55ra?q^5t qioqFq^iqqqraiqiqra^ I qq f| 

?liqi5qq% q|qiq^sq^^q#?iq qqi 5liq|qq^ol qi|^ | ^ qq#?:^ jpi- 
qi5l q 5i5?ira^‘qiqq i ^ qn^fsq qis^ ^%qf^tqiR raRi^ sqifq i^q 
Rcq^ qiq^ I q^r 5i^ qis^ra^: i qisqfq^^ qiqsifq^iR q ^ i g^^^ q qra^- 
qif^qra^ I 3ra: 5i5?n?q qf^q (^fiqFqqRqiqqqifq?iqq|qi5^q %q^ q q|q ^- 
f qq 1 srara^q^ qqp^^iqq l ^ 1 5l*?rq qiqpqi^Rq q^qqq § q*qj^- 
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I ^3r%qq%: | m ^ I % «iw»l- 

I I ^ ^WR5Ri?cr- 

^•n I I nfqn^fq^i; ^cqr- 

^ I =^*wi*q*[i^ 3!nwjraf:{ I 

1 5f I mm I l%^35R^r^ I 

«IRqr^ mi I I 

^q#T I ?Rrf|^ 1 I f^rqrqtocqi^?^: | I l^s!^ 

qi snqiiifq#q^qi*n> f^rqrqn^fqq’qi n fsq^ 1 f?r 

frqif I rPTld ^Tf^^Jfpq^ci taqqf^rqrq qi m 

^ qi^qqi 

l^qiri, I q %q^^q^Rf^qqHr5qq^ ffq^: i I 

m ^q^cqiflt I ^ I $|[qq^>ts^q^f^%cqT^I^K^qq; | 

qiqjftqfqrqq: 1 I 1 gq^ I ^vm- 

fqR^qifWi^ I m l^i^ronf^ ^ I H m 

I mm i^%iq5i^i^: ^ m 1 I q 

q*|qrq??iq®i^ f q^; i i I 

griqi I m m-. m \ ^qi qMtq $rq: 1 

fqirSRrqiq<Ktqq;c'^ m'^ iRqqicqqf^ ^q|lq^5iff%qq?i5qfrq^f^fr^ 
f^q: I ^ %^Rfqr; ? q^rf^fq^: ^qsrqqiqw^ qqpt I%qqi5ts^q5i^- 
q^ I q^i 3 qqrqTq^lq^: qisq: siqfqi5Ri^q^qqiq^qiqfqq5rqiq[ qqfqpqgflqq-- 

q^qq(qifq?qcqi5(^ f^lq^ fa^cqqf^trqrq qi |qq^=5q% q?i qiq ^q 
# I l^qnq 1 qr^lrqif^ I ^rqW^sqqf^qm qf ^.- 1 am^q 

sn^i^c^qisqtq^ q^^^q qsif^ q^q qf^'qi'q i 

m f^qlf q^q q I qfq^fwsq; 1 qf^'^qs^q^rq^ q^iq; 1 anqnwqi- 
# I qjqrqnqRq qqq i%q^ 1 q^qrajqr q Rwof m- 
qntqiq^q qqiqqqif^5iqifqrqcqi?q5q eq^s^qtq 3^q^? I f^fqi: qw®iqi 
t^|^gqq*q% I qq: w^Fqqqf fcq^q: 1 q^qn??qil'? I qqq«T- 
jjlrqq^^q I ^ i^qqqjjqcqRRrq: 5 !.o?: aniil^fiqiqj^rafq 

fc?^q5ii%q5qf 11 q^ qisq^q W; n q^ ^ q^ 

sqf^qrtt^qsq i%5: ^ qwqi^qR'Irqi^ anf^Tf;^rqi^ i 

SR^qqptsf^: SRq^ |q: ?qq5?qF?q^iqTFqi^qqi%qrq m 
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i ^0 ) 

aTR^ir^n^: i ^ R?in% ^ 1%?:: I 

^ 2(1 f^sf I ^ s?(^fWT ^ 52(i^^# 

I ?(«(I sqf^^oi ci(f^^mgi%'^i^55qR=gR; I ^ f^: | 

53c<Tra^?(i i m =^[Fq5rR(^ i i^f.5r 

Bwrai I siras?^ 

WTO ^ I I cf?^- 

^ mi \ ^5f«( ^(r-'2iwl[www^ ^if^- 

TO I I 1 ^iwTOfi^ 

^ q«(Rci^i5q^c( I 

q^lcW^IWi^^SWTHSl^ fW I ?(^ 
5%»Ti5(i; I qw I'^r^ 5(4: f% 2P^ i%qt f# q^q- 
qiiq q( I q wq^qi^n i q^ qisqi q^q#q(qf q^: qi qq'i^qiqi^wi- 
^qr%qq^ii^(s;qqr q|i%q(q!wiii%iqqqf let I i%qTq5^<n^qqiqsf^ qrsqr- 
^qwqqqfweq^f^ I ^ q^q;f%(5qq^: wi f^fq 5Ft<q q;i^ qitiiq q k^ 
%#qq I qfqifi?q)Rin>?q f^fq^qn%f^q5|q i '^?:qfqiq^ I qil^ qtn- 
qqq% q^: | ar^q^^qict i q qqiw: i%qi: wtqqiR: qi^q^% I 
qf I qqi'^qiqwq q:q q2R^f^qiq%qi^^qiqii^^5iwfq(Vqiiqfqqi q^i- 

qdlqiq f fq i w^fqq^^q? q 5 f%;qiq qqr | 

qrqt^^ l ^qqf^qq^qiq Iwiqiws^qqteei i qqi% qqi qiqi ^q^- 
qiq^^ ^q|qt: w«qTRqiqir%: qq4i%^q(i^?:qi^iqq q ^ q ^ifq q^ 
^q^asqf^qifl Ifqiwq: l qq}^ qqq^ I'lq'iqq^iwsisf'q %q qqr | iW- 
q(%qf|dqiqq^*qqi^sf^ qqfqiet i qqi^ wqr^^r^w^q^iq R^qiqq^*qiqjq( 
wqqrqi^^^ ^qi^q%?fqiq qqr sqr'^ri^iritsi^ |grqi|s?qfqwf f^qi^^rqiq 
qq^ I ^trfwisiwrq: i qqk i qt^ qqq qqqq i 

^q^mqqwiw^^ q^fi^ qq i qwNKqrfqfqq^TO i qqwr 
f^TOT^qror^rq ^wrorqirR^^irq^ I ^qqjwiRi wqiq|q: i siqw- 
qwCiqqjfqiRi qq^j i qqif^ srqfqiqw^lqqitq wqiq^ge^q qiiq^qc^r q 
qqrqt^ qq^l^^r ^qq; | ^q^iqf^ %5q% i qqrqiq^qftqqj^r^ f| qqfqiqwt 
qro q siq?qiqw^q55=5q% | qq 3r?q qqrqrqwt sqqqm ?aq^ 
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I rRi: I 91% 

%?^f9Pira^ot q^FP?R frm 1 ^ I w\m 

f%W^ 9 sqi ? I ^?4 SWI199 ^ I ^99ir9i^ ^^9I9|9^I^9 | 

^ 9514^3991 5qnj9iq^ I JFlF9^S'fl?qq9 5Wn9ra I ^19: Siqf9W?9(t9^fH- 
3T9^f9rT%'^ s[S59: I 9^ I 91(^fq^^^IS!qi%191%9Ict. | 9%ISq ^ 

9^#q4 : 1 9% %44sHf4 %trs{^'T44 3 19 ^ siql9Tt?qi9i9 

^q9 f f#q9 I 9|959 I 

“ ?99»fq fq^irq^ I f4f^f9 %?=n^ 9*9%^19; li ” 

I I #9991^9 '9i^r99fi!9q5fq ^is^q^qqr 9 

(^9 9R9IT?t^: 9^9 f^cq9^49|5^49 I ^9^- 

^ crq 99^119 ^?4: I 319^ f^q9% <T?T9q^9 99t 1^%^! | 9991^ 
9 91=599 I f 9 f?91^ I 3|;?T9|4tf^ | STT^qJTfsf^ #99?[ ^9 

9!r9l4i9 I Sl9l%^f^ f9 ?f9I^ I 1 3H9f;9«lf9t Sl9l9«l 9 919^ 

9 9999: 1 aiW99f ?9^^ 9:9c99?T9qf9|5rf99^?J^9l9 frqr^ | 

9 919191% I a99f9l%5199 ^9f%9^ I f9 ff9If I (994%!% I 31 

9^9 %fl9 9^ 9^ 9199; I TOq! fI9 I 91^ f4 99«4: I 9^911999^1 
fc94: I 9^1 9^ 3nril^w|[S9; 5T%99599595999I 991 ^ 99*4: | '9g'9%9i 
^tl9i 9 =9^9^: I 9J: 59Rr9n% 1 3Tlf91S^J19 f9tq: 91^9: f9 <^%9 ?S: 
9 Itl:91c99: f9?l[% 5l9I<»I91%f94: I 3|9 99f 95«1 9I54 t 9^ ff9T? | 

%9 I 9^119% 9t91?9I I 3I9T9 99l%^9: 919199195 fr9lf | | 

31^4|% 9n?9^ 91%: I 319^9 1999 9^l4r999%994r9f9l9 99IH: I | 

9?l9f99m«4 1%^99r fr9;99[9P?l4: | 9f999l49T 9I«f9r 

9^ 3||q^^^9J I 9^1 ^?^|^f9995T'9r9 ^9I3[R%S19919 =9 9I99g9;9^9% I 
9f999^^ =9 9^9#ir 1P9 199F^5{9 99% 919^9994^^99 fl% 

5l%fn4 9559lS9f99?^l4f9 I 999 991% 999^ 9991^^199 ff9lf9l99T 99- 
%9 %Tpr 99TS9%999'fi9^%4%n 5R9I9f9 319 3nr9l4ll 9I«1I I 99l%9?[i9r9lii[9r- 
9 ^ I '^9%5-39lf4 S9W: 9^ ff9 9591995 9i%9'%l9 I 999 9f| 19)94 | 9^19? 

fr^gj 91991 9R=n9l59I9t^^l99?r9% 9^01 | 5[I?T9I^;T1% (| 

9?499I9%^F94^9F991 9 91%^: 9^9149 9l5n599i51<9 9 1%^;:^: 9T19T IrfcPq | 
3% 91919: I 9I«99 tPI |9l5Rl944l9I5%5I9lTl«49 I 9^ %9 9 S#^ I 
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I I # 1 ^- 

I wf wr% I H q^jgPi^- 

m I ^ % sn^^r 'fh'l^^t ^^i>Tfi^cq^ii- 

^ 35^ I ?«TI«TH'^ I ^TOl^RTf 2 ?^rT’^l*ny-r^T!% ?lgl^ 

5qi^*TPf ^ 35cq|g^%% I HI««T(R^t54H5R^JII^^sq I q«Tf f| 

m?mt ^jfwpiw fra wft 

# 01 : ff^^: I 'TO’5*lI#ra I 

«R^^#ra I iiraw# ^ w^pm i #^ 3 ^ 

I ?»^?T^f3t5i^%fraic I 'iRi^wn^ i^. 

s?if?if4 m I 3?era«ira i q ^ 

#^# f^q#nraRRi 3 i’TFi^'T m 1 ^3 

I ^ 31^%5#qqi%f^: I I m ^q^?Il: siran^g- 

I 'iraioil gq^qf^qiiraq; I ^m- I aiq^^% 

ff’ra>WR?e3?ri^: 1 3ti5[5«i^^«ra^i ^ras^qfe^ra. 1 4|ji I^t*. ^i|. 

?q?lspiqq«I^Jl^q# Tq?I^>?raf^^q4q | ^sq iq|qif^ =q I ^qrRqi^R- 
^ WII%Ron>T5iq^ip% I 91TO iqtJlIiq I ^sq q f^qq^qiq^ I ^qil^- 

^^ol^Roni^q^ fqFtl^qqiUtqra | 311?^ q^rqRqmq I 3iqn^ (qrqq I 

ulsnf^ra ?ra^R^I^q^|Ri% i ^w. ^oi^qf^qqiisra>?i5^^^|Ri5nwH* 
qraraWqrR^3qqi?q*i'q??i^q^qq^iq^q5qq^R^qR|q i %'diq#qrqq- 
^iri I q^?5«ra# fRrqi q^ qi^^- 

^ •v •v •s 

^ ^qrr^q 3iq^>I^0I ^’^OI 31^1|qR5I%l^ ^ q^qi 

# ’q#! Ri r#ra i ^ q^qqra^'isra: ^ira iNqraq%Cra- 

%q^ 5 nra % ^q^iqf^qf q^iifqji^'^iRqi^'^R ^wqifii I ^i ^ 

3#4t «TR*ii qipfi qi# smTi qpft %% i 5 ofiq; 1 ^i 
q ^sqrq^ l^Rq^^^qnoiWq: 1 3ra^^qrqfilfTR#fef^^ 

f I »RR| qi^oiRT^ I q^Rq^qfqi^sqiqR^qqil I %qiq?qf;^9 , 1 wraqsq^q- 
I 3iif^qi%i%# ^ qqqq|qqi 3 rqi%flfqgqRqM qii- 
1 3011 ^fqif^ 1 qq qpfli # |tSl#q»SiqiRq | 
^qqun^ qi|q: | snoiqi# q^: p'^qfq^ I cqifrt?^JIW: ^:a: 

^*ican^«ajn#i5|^l^; | ^qil^qq^l%: qqsqi | q|q«55q^qi | 



ir. fo i ) 

(^''Tf^f^r^ I I ?ra3<^ i I 

^ I fM '^^’3*1^ I 3»^ I g*?! l%T^l^rr 

I rim JT^ tM f^ll^r^l^mcl. I rPl 
1 3iRfqH =51 313^1^^ I rimsm^ I am j^?iq^%mi% ^^,- 

?#n<jra; i rim i rimfl 

f ^^msq^ *ifri3[R =51 i^m^msio^qm^imi^ I ^(i'^r^ i 

f%fq^mm’<iRw mrP i ri^r q^rg ^W^^iai ^ =^ *t^- 

^rI^i^i^^ 5?RfR?^Rifim^*T^3i^: m^m i aigf^R^mi- 

m^%: m^i^ sirq?iT i q«i^ i simi^ir'i’iRf^ 

^rnsq^fl^^I^OR I gMa%: mi^: WR: I e ^ ;j*iq^: 

^^»I5T^ H^*T: I rRFqrR^: I%qRrll q«ll ^unt: Rgqf q 

q|: I ^qqqi^m^?rf^^i%q%; qf^i^ qm i 1^ q^ 

I qq|qq^ qqprt qm q^q^i^q^: q^pt qr ql^qqR flq i 

?R<im^i5fm f| ^i4qq?q qfsqq fi% ;Riqtq^ l ^if^qq^ismiai^qR: i qqpq- 
q^^iqqsp^^ q^qmi^ 1 mmqqm l^qpit qm q^R^^qpt q^qqmm^i^q q 
f^mq I q^fqqq^ q qqq^ir^RRqfqqfqiqq gf|[ qii^fq q | 

qlwi^ ^ 5qq%q^l^^i^fq^^q Roiqt: qgqiq^pqqf^ 
s[8: q^sqqf^ fRi »^q^mf|qf!^sqi^q q^iqRq^i^^si^%ii?i; qqqpi'^ 
qrq^ qi’^ q f^wq^mqq: i qq q ?Rq ?f(:^?Tm q^q: qqqwqlm: 
q q^mqRl iqq^qfqqi i q^ qi^m: qqqsqmqi; ql^q^K: qf%- 
fgiqf^ fl^ I qm ^q^qqi^ f ^?^q5Hq^q^qi%iiqqdsqf^% qfq% 
mq^ q Rf qpq:fqfqmqq: i q^i^fq q qm i q^^qqiqqqqi^^RiqTpqi- 
|mqM ^5qqmq>[|^qqR^Rqii%^q qfq^qi ^Ijqqqqf^ fRi 
sisqi^ q-i^q^q qlqim: q^sqf*riq qfq% mqqqqiirsfqq^qf^* 
q?qq: I m qT%qqR Fm mqqrqii^si^qi^qq^q^fq sirq% qiq% q qiiq^qi- 
q^f^qq;: I qfe^wfsq: Rfqqt fiR qqlq: | qi qiqqiq^i^ mqfq^qiq. | qqii 
m^^ft^I^qqiqqt|fq®Rmiif^mimm^ i qm^^ ^itq^Rwqqqiq^q^m- 
m|^i I qq qngq' q^i q^qj^qqii^ pq qmq: i q^mm ^ 
fiR i%4q: I qq§;^mq q^q^isR qfq^^iRRiil^q^qiqqM qq§ q^Rqgm- 
^sq'jqqqiq: I ^#i^qqiq^q qf^f^qqi?qs^5#iqqq?q>^^4qgR- 



( ^8 ) iTT > a i|qga r— [ 5?n. 5r. i® ^<2 

% *iRfi I ^ 31 ^ I i ri^i 

q^^qsqq^q 5?RfliqiriT^ fn^T I Rq^qflH^ 

sq^^; I sqq^imifq^Irq'^^ 'q H5iq5qq=E%^: I Sloqq^^qiq^ 51®?: 

qq|i sq":^ qfR^qqpqq^ 5I^|3 t^ fnqq; 1 ^iqq qF5q^!iq5f?^<iii 
qspq^ I qqi ^ q^q^rf^ q^qi ^q{i[?ii[iq 

q«q^^^ qiq^«9iqq qiq^^q ^f^qq ^th ^ qqfq 5Rr- 

q qq[% 1 ffqqqqfTR qfq^ %=5qq f%q ^n5^^^fqqi?( I 
qfiR^^q q 55q ^q q‘(Wr%qMq 1 q^xqiqqq^sFiqTqT^ql^qM 
fq}^ q qrq^qi | ^cq^jpl =q qq^qrqi^qfq qfq^q: | qqi qqiq- 
qj^'^qq^f | qqf q^^I^SRl^Rqjft Siqiqi[ I ^I?q: qW: I SRI^ISfRI | 
qf^sqri^^qq pq 1 If^ ^i^q^iq'^?i?|tq[ 1 qq fq^Tiwiii^R 
^4 I WRq^q qiqqq 45F(^qi«qfqqi^q^^Ri q^qf RRi^qiq- 

qf^q q^Rfq^ I qq(f4 i%f c[^q qqiqq; 1 qqqqfq: 1 qqraisrqi 1 qi^qisq qi^q- 
f^^qqq^q^R q 1 Sg^qiqq^cq^q q?:fqiqi^qqqRqif4^- 

q^Ri^qlqiqqqi^qqiqqqi ^gfqqW^w'qifi; f|qtqq?wqf[ i q fq^tqi- 
«?r^^q qi q^q wqfqiq i qrai#qraqig4tqiqqiqiqqq^qi4’sqqi- 

qqh^q q^q^qi?jfsnRq ^rq q?i^q l ff^q qf^: | ^qraf%f- 
f^qeit%^ ^4ttiq^f?s[qi%i%^kqqqn^qqi?qqqigrqqrq qf|?q \ 

q^iq^q gqfri^qq; i i%iiqqi^^Rqqqn%^ qrqfqtt. 
q^i^qi^f4^iq?q^qqra%=qqqqi I qqiq^sqf|c^i I 

gqqra gq^rai'.^qj^q i %q ^iq^qqi i |:qtsiiq;^ I Riq q^i^ 

qi qsjIHSnqqf l gq: | q^q^q STjq^qiqqicqiq 

q?q^ I ^ |q[ to \ qqfq qiqqqt sqiqR fi% qiqq; i q 

{^q: I qiqq<^q; f5ui^>^q5«( I qq qiqq^; g^Rq qiqiqiq^RR^: I 
^aif|qqi^'^fi:wq^^q sqiqR^ q-rR^qiqRl|: | Rqjrf: | 
?l^i[qi^qt f|qqia^ %qiqqqiqf%i’cfqq qq§ I qsr^^ntqqiqqf^qFqir^- 
q%Ri^ I ?qfq ^qqs^qii^ii? I qqqi^q^ 

qqqq54q5i^q? l qq^qRqfqf^qf^qfqiqqffqqiqfqqqi^ I q^R%f4q: I ¥!t 
qRRT %q?qTq^^ l qq qqq?^ ^ gf^qfe q^ 

^q ^5?q5«qq^iqT%q^q} f^qqrqi fqsqfsiq^q: qiqqrf^qqqqj- 
qqJqt^qf4iqqf^$|qi^R5qq ;jqqiqq qlSRqiq^ I q^^q | qq qqqlqqs* 



WTT. IT. f 0 ) 

I I %?^«I ^qf^raiR: I 

^5i%tra: I ?it«3»5n: q> i 

fl% I TO^?q^lf<T2'ill 

qpqrfH^qcq??# ^R»T?|;^f^mt^ q: I rW 

^ \ €S; qrq^q I 3i;«i 

3T32fR^'^i^^'»i I gFg#q l i%^q: ? I qfvqr- 

^irff:5lrq?f3T; | q|qrqq3l; ?T«ri«^5^f q3: 3!R3 | m 

s^qicT I H =qiR?i^ ^%l34qi% I ?T«fi ’R'qq^qq^w g^^fq^fiswTFH: | 

^qfqq^ qqi 3!WT[HI^?in^sqRiqi1^cqTcq(cqqi^q 

>0 ^ ^ 

^wroRq fqfr^qi^^q^^ wq<n^iR^qqT5^qqi[i sn^fqqR: h^ri- 
f^% ’iqf^ I Rq^iqf: ^q^^ SR^q q^qHtqmwqmi?^ ^«Tiqqr% i 
'qRt^TPqri^ =q i (^Rqqf i^qnoi: f^R- 

T%?fq?ir?|: I '^4: q^qqwffSR'ra: ^|: raqi'lR^rcnr Ig: 1 

I ^Rfqq «fl^q'J5mq I RqRIJnrqiq^q5UIRWfq^H%I%^; I cRRRRnf^ 
^ 'qq«T^sf|Rr Rrqq^Jjq^^q ^['qr^R: ^f^5oqRq;R[R^(0R!qi. 

^%%RR%^qiRISqqf3;^RT(5(lR | 15 ^fRiqRIR | 

3r#S5Irq2<JlISRi^?T: qip?^qrqq[?T?g: 1 ^5Rlfqq52'K^^qi?l|l[|g: 

^ q?%T{f^qi^5iq^; JlcqqRT^gRi^ I RfRRqiH =5 f|RIRrl^qi%R 1 Rq^5- 
q!§55i^qqwq ^l^f-T.i^iraRj^igsRqRR sRi5[«n^^Rf^iR i 

I RiqJWPjqRqqfRqiR'qsisq: ^flRcB: 

'O 

?15c[: I q<Ji^?Tinfsq'q^^q«J I ^5f^RII^|q5Rqq;R qi^^: I ^FRRRPri^- 
qof^: I R^n^qo^sq^ qqi^qqwRici. i r 5 q goRqq ^RiR^qit 
f% RfliR^oR 1 qrqi^iccr^^qi5 q^|^q?q RR^RT fiiqqi^q; i ^ 

fit =q qgqqq R^qifq^qt^^qqifqrf^RRRqqsj^fq^^ I qR^M^^tR qRqfinfqi>- 

3i'gfqq^TqRiqTRRT'qfn^==nq^ I qqqrqwqqqqq^ I 
t^Ri '3[q>qqqrqraq^jn?q^R?^qi’^ l «^q.q«R?qRrqiit«i sqqf r (^qjfqj^R^jui- 
^ ^q I R^fqqpmqR i^qqq RqiqRiqRqRsqRR^<qiq^R?qRqRRscqq^ 
f^RR f% fnqqr5g: i ?iqi’R?qmfq frqiq q^rqiqRqRRRu- 

^qrsq^RRi^fqf^ Rifq%[qR’5 RRRqR'q?; i 5 Ri g^iRwqRtqRRqi- 
% 



( [s^n. sr. fo 

I I 35r i%# ^ 

%^' sra«?% II ’T2J i ^ 5ift- 

I m 

I ^Roii fi5i?!: ci^i^iq^rr^i^^ii- 

^R^qF ^5fq^5Fq# ^!2^: 

Rqiq5^;Bt q I 3ifvi%j5j^^Tq| Bm- 

f^mnOT i ^*Tq*F2q?; i i1i^?i; i 1 3Fii%i^qii%^Hq- 

SF^StRIlRjFf •• I 3F^ymq^^'^J|?q|qfq*^: l 3Fqq*^f qq q^qqiq qqiqii 
^q^q gc?4 qqqji^qq 1 3i5n>qiq i qq qi^qi^'^q 
qqqqi^q^qiifqqjFfq^q ^qt si^q 1% ? 1 1 

3?^qi^qi qii'l^^.qiqqqsqilTiqfqq^^^'^^q^iq; 1 qqi ^qqi'^cqf^- 
qqa^sqqlqsq^qqn'^qqk ^qiqqq 1 qqisq^qq ^qqqfsqq§^ 
sqiqqq i f?qii^: ^iqiqqqsqifqfnqq^qq^^ qi^; 1 qqi qrafqqqf^i’qfqs- 
^iqVqiq^f^^fqi^qqi 1 qqqi^ efqfq wqqiti qqqqqii^% 1 
q^ifqqqlq^qi^-q^iqFqqfqiR^qqVq^qq qqiqq fi% !jqqq?qiq: 1 qt 
I Rrq q^'qqqqjlrqqfl^qfqirqt qiqi^q^ I ^fqil? =qF<Rq I 

gFqfqoqiqqqrqq^fqifqiqFq^lFq^qq | qqril ^qfq q?^qT^I%^ ?I^oq[- 
f^6qq|(%'^5fq(cqfqi-qq: 1 qqqiqsqfff^lqfqi^^q; 1 ^qfqFF^fqF^Ffqi^qqrq- 
q5^fq#4ifq[¥w II siKqtqq'd'^fqWqqq qqfq fq^q qqif^ 
^sqiF^q fqtlqRqqi^# I'^i^fqFqRq^qfq R^iqi^^qq 1 qqi ^fq^q- 
^^qlsJcqi (^qi: I qqi f| I Rqrqi^^qq iqrq^c^oqiqFi^qii^^qifqqqig 
nfqspqqq*^ q^qiqi ^q'q5^F^^qi«|q% f^tlqr. 1 ^rqq^: 1 qqr q^m^qw^- 
qqil'^ qifqqqi%qil^f^^l Rfqqcqiqi^tsi ifi: qfiEFTiR?qi%qqTS^q- 

flj^qf fq^^q q^i?fqqqi%^q 'Rqiqiq g^Riqq^g qi?qiqi^iqqqi- 
^ F^f^^: SRqm F'q^^sqFRF'^ RfqqsqFqF^^^Fq^^qSFqiq^ q q^qFqF 
^ l^FRF'qF^ SFcqF^Fq ^ qqF% rF ^FS | qq^qTqicqqq?qF?[F RcqqsqF^: 



SJJT. S|. f 0 ) 

SR^rf^fTR ^ ^ # %I. ?l I Ml^'3ERT^R5Rf.r^^ | 

sq^R: ^ fqclW?«t f^l^f Ic^si’^??? # II 

^JIiqi^WT^^J|lf^|ra5Ir?RTl|4: R RqqR: ri^3 TS f% I ^^4 

siw^^imqm I fli ^4p?lj: iq(^t I P?^T srqiill^l I 

qqq^ra qm 1 rt^ ^ I qq^f^ ^sqfqi^^- 

^s[5q^iq sqq^: Rq§q 1 3iRq{^ qqqqqq I q^isq^fql^ s[5qiqrqq: 1 
3TfqRfqT?i[q^fqTq 1 qiqr?Tiq<q ^riqq^'Rqi^iq^iqi^^qrqq: i 

3fq Rqfqnqf-^q( q|qf(|\q i%qqi q.^iTqpqfq«fiqq 1 

^%rq[R I ^^ri^rqlqqiRqoi^Tj^: ^qqRq ^Hl'^qq I ^Is4: ? | 

q q^rq q ^h^ q%ra q^qi^ q^qqi qfq^q- 

^qitiq fq4: f.^Rq aiii^qq # I Rq qqq^fq q^l^t- 

q^fq^qqfqiq qfqfcii'H: I <^qiq^nq 1 5qi%^qq |qR«TOf I 

I 3iq 1 ^ q[q^ 5[5q^<q q ^q qf|g?roi: w^ frqi? I 
{(^ I qqiSfsqqiffi^fqiR 1 q fq^jqqqqpq'q q ^qq#fqs[5qq 1 qq 
q^iqqr qq^ qn% 1 qra^qi^qi q q q?q qif^ qq^f^?5qqT?.r!qR% fqfqsisq- 
qiqq 1 qqrq^ ^ qqqq^fqqqs^sqq 1 qqq^sqqqsp qRi^^^qqrqfq^cq- 
fqrq^: I f^ q^qi^qf^i? I ?fq I g[(qq q^qi^q’pr^q^q^q 

: I ^qilra ^ I §[qqq: qi^^qf q q q fqq^: 1 s^q q^j^- 

s[5qqg^ sqqqii^wq fq’jqqqi^fq ^sqqqqq I 'urqis^oq f^fq 1 ^qq- 

qqi^sq j[55q: I qq^w%^ sjsqqiarqqq q^i ^sqfq^fq qjqi^q^q qr q^R: 
q^^qq I i qqqiq«f qiq ffqq; 1 m qiqpq- 

fq^ I ^ %qi^ I ^ qq^sq^qiqt Riqi^qgqqi w":q^cqt? 1 s^sq^ 
^ I q:qf^ 1 qqiqqrqjqi^ qq^5t%qq qqqiqrqicqiqpq ^sqw^ cqjq- 
qcqril^: qqi qs^qqfq w§ qqqiq qiq.^q 5^qq5|vq«T sqifqfqii^q: | 
#i Riqpq^qiq#! ^rq Riqpq f^^qqiqi^^ qqq ^flq: 1 qq^iqqRqfqifqi^ 
qRq: 1 3Rqqtq%1^qqrqtfqiqi?qii%;^'5qFqiqifq^qi# q I 

^im^qRwg^ q q^i^t q^ qqq # q§[q 1 qq q^ {qiqi ^- 
i%f^q^ q^? I q^«i qqr 1 q sjsq qiq ^qR^sqfqiq. 1 qq^sq- 
qqqq ^sq^ i qiq: I s^sqq 1 «iiq q s{5qi%5r: q?^: | 





[ wn. f 0 >0 


(^) 

I S[^| Jlr^ 

Sl^n# »T«TWf^RJ! I RiHJlf^ HWRI ^ifotf 

vs S9 V9 

g-in^l^r n^oiRRi^’^cq f r l qg # 

mA f^^5i: fa frqi^ 1 I 

^4tm 3ii«narl?i I 1 qfmRi?«na^^3t =a \ ^- 

I ’^R: fM I <3;^ a^rouTi??^ a f^faaFa^^pqaa 1 ^ 
s[5^ aaaH m-. ^qi%a ^[i^ ^aiia %5[i^ i si I ' 

lOf qa %^'. I a^ai^ 1 ^ \r^^ I i ^\m 2<iif^asi^5q}^ 

^ WT^ I a^ ^llrsiri^ I m?=iai%fa sTfuwpq la^^roi arf «Raa- 
m ^q {^a«: ^qn^qf^ 1 ^qT^tqiil l^faa.q qfafea^ s^sqrcdar 
qqsqaiq a^f4iq laq^f 5[5qfaiRf ?[ | qiqFqia^a^rq qiafa^ aw^ I i%§Tft 
q# ? I qra^a^ frata: qiqi?qfa^a^^a%a am^^ai^aaqa «^a i%3g:?!?rqai 1 
sfifiafa^qr^ I sisaifi?^ Tajaamai^^q^^qiia la^qif^ aiai a a^iaf^: 
a)«ia ai^s^irq^: 1 a^q jjsqfi^a'Ea qiaiqiaraia^qiaiaquaL i f q qa^sqifa. 
sqf^R^t qfai^q; aai^ ai^fa 1 aiq laaiiaiiitiai^^ia^l aqi% aia: laq 
aaa^ ai 1 qqqa^aia aqFqT5''^qfg^i^t^iai^q a^aq 1 aa qa^ afi la^ssqqaiat 
g^4f a!?aai 1 aa qfa laa; qra laataia a?i a^raai^a laa t^aq^a laiRf^ 

5q4 afaRfaaaq I aaFaqaia^afl aw'^paaia^Fasaa frqaaiai 1 ^ qf^ 
^ q^i^sitqaq*?^ aat aaN a^qa. 1 aa a aiararq^qi^sqita^aRqq 1 
qal a sqwa^a^^qf aflakiaiRaqis^ a^iaaaaia^na 1 a (| as- 
qza^qqiaaiqqa^ a% asif^aRaaqilf^^sf^r ar aia aiana 1 a^iiqi- 
aiiq qiijaqi afliaatafaatqaiaL I ar^akiaaiqsi aifiasqaiaiaiid aFaqaiq; 1 
qf^caFaitsR aRTar^s^qaiarfR'? laiaqr q% af^laiaaaa: pi^ia aja- 
qiqis%Rf5^q^ iqia.1 a q^aaaq’^ 1 qq §<antqfi^ aiu^aaqi a a^i^ a af|- 
^ aiiaii^ af| a aft^aqi afaar^f^ a alt^aisigaasasqi 1 ^ a fli^a %a9 
qjaai^ af^iqaiaa qfqf^ gaaaairaif^ a a sqrasqfg^ aiag^aqi^ 
qt^ all a ai^a atra: 1 aar^a^^aT a^aiia 1 afl aflflf^wa^q 

fRi p>f I aa a^l^ratai^i aii%aRi^ I f%| af|aitl 

fafla^ I aiaif^sqqjq: asif^V^if^ltilRTTa: 1 aa qaiaqaiaair |i%sqi%Ra;aaf 



wn. sr. f 0 Ho 3 ( HI ) 

?Rr ^ w ihirfftif ?f 

r^RT 5%?rq?I^ ^ ^0¥f>^(%q%5 *Mf^H>lH!Ri H#* 

# gi 91 RfTR9f^ m frq9#?9 I 9 99^- 
RpSRI^ jfttef 9^^ 9 i91^%9r^R9Rf%9^ I 99IS- 

9«#fJ^f^ ^l^9fT3%5 59f9f^Tf^^ 9j^39^’fq9 # 9t^ 

9%^ R9«ll?ftcq#9% 9 99913^1^91^19 | 319 9i^ 

919^^9 RRlf^ fn9999K9^9 9 919 ^99 I 9^ I 9^ 929 3 ^ ^3 
■f%>P159l9^ I 9 919^ I 9^I9f99I9919L I 9F99?99[. I 99>^iqra9I9919[ I 
9 f| 92^9 92RT %^9 S#9n9 I 9^1 9f9?59 W1^^^9|1I^ | 9911^9^- 
9n?i9n?9 ff9 f^9 9^r9iR9199I9I 915^19 SH99 f % 

91^ I Rr9^5t 9 ^\^ 9f^95f9l^9I99|^Rl?Jfin^ \ 

f(9^ 99^9 I HR9Tiff9n5 I 9?q9S^9T?^r9I«T9TO^ «?9T99 I 9H 

^f 9f9Tl?9 9R9% hi 9(9^9 ?S9R^9f9Bl9>Sq ?9: R%g[ ^ I 99: 9^ 

BF99^ i n9 ^ 9r ft ^ ^99919 9 f9q^^cj^ | 93 

9 «nR ^9 f 99 ^( 4 f 99 : r q^i qrsf^tt 99(9 bisir^ <^9 1 959 

1*1919^9^9 ^fl%9If I I 319^I«l 91 9199199^ 9mifTWI9r 

9RTI9^| 99f^9^991r39R9I99 9^ 9I91c919 ^^9r91994%M9 |9I9f^9T 
1^:5^91^1^191 q^q'l 99;9ll9 f^9^'R^9l|l5^9:99(9f9»l: 1 9Ttf9li9 1 559r9I^- 
S51?99i9i9 I%^999t991 991^ l%99 frq’^: I I ^91^91 

f^9^^9^9 91919L I 31999 919(9: | 9^^9Tf9 ^91I^^R^^^9919T 1SF99^9 
^99MI9i I9?^f9iR ^919^ I 991 ipf^q: 913?: 1R^^291?I^ ^S9 9991 
^|’P3999R19199’:9R1II9I%^ 91999 | 99lS99T9f9f9 91991% 991 9%- 

qfra 9199f9ll?959i9 R199I% | 991 ^99(9 999 ?199% I 991 ^f91?9299%f^- 
R19I ?995Rl^99:919%S'ffl9 1 9 fR W: I ^r9T^ | 9: 9I99f9%- 

99^ I 3119^ Ig: ir99;f9lf?1991%l9 9^P9RR 921%^ 9^ 9i%9 
%%?%5?I9^9 I :^9^ 919919 99T^li^l I %9?9^%9T9r | 

ff9 9 9%r9f%: I 9^1 9 9^159^ 9Rll 9IWi 99% 991 92 f% I 3R9 5^ 
929Tl^99lsl9 ?I5? f% I 9% 92St39f9% 92999?fr9f9I%%9^9?N?% 

^1% 9?I ^?1%9R9^ I 99199% ?59999i%9 999r99: 9^ | 9f9Fr- 
999191^'^ 99n^ 9rJIf%S% 991% 9 1 9 9 9fl9I9F9991I9^ i % 





[ wn-sT-fo \\ 


(»o ) 

I *T«n ^ ^cqgai^- 

^ ^ ^iTim5F^?5^*q^ ? I I ^ f^fsirqq^prg- 

T*I^ ^ m >fi<HSIrq?T^^e'%IR^ I 5IFtS 

'^qi^ in'll# q# npq^ I m rrf| ^iqpTnqqiqT#q'^ mm- 

^«Rn^ ^IrSlrqq: | I eiqi^qsq^qiqFqi^JTI^ I STqq^qi^iqsiH- 

fTrl I nqifl mm^ ^ nini^qq BrSlrqq^a^ ncqrqqwq gq^cqi^q ^Jlrqq; 
g5{itq;^q;i^ i qqi I n*iqiq'^V*fq[fHqqi^ HWFTqinqi^qm^^iq* 

^qiqiqifw ^nqiiqq^iirewqq: i iq^iqc# n iEiiin;qHq#5%i i ^qinmi i| 
qiq: mm^ \ niqRii w\^ I mnwi q iqR??i^fqifqiq % ^n^i 
qi^q|i?q i ^qc^i^qswffiq^ i mnq R^mq^q hi ^qn^qrqir^^^- 

fq^ f^oiqi^lq# j^; I gqicqyq^qj^ ^ ^?[iqf^qrqi^:qi R^qi^ l^^l^ 
qi=5q f fqqitqqq^ | f q HIiTFRq qin f W I nRnfl'iI '^q RfR- 

fqq: RiqFqqqqiqf^tAi^^ sRlfq i § sqwsl^iiq | 

M$qq^% I qqi CTtqn^ i ^iq i qqi ^^qrq qqg ^q 

#qiq^ q qfsirqq^ i^q qi^st^l^RiR^ q^qi% q ^fqfqqqi^fq | 
m ^qrq qfflrqq^ qq^q?:^q qiqisiq firqfqq^q’i ^ii^rqif i 

^ I q Rfqrqqq«| q I q[qfqi^ I gqf-q'qlqitl tl q ^ 

q^d^ i^q qi=5qq;i qqi q qrqfqqqiql qi% qqq qiqiq; qqcqqq; qqi 
qj^ wqs^cqqq, I q gqrd qsqfq q ?lfJlcqqqiq | qqqfqqwqrqqqjqfqil^f^ I 
^q^q I ^qil^iqq^snr«fqqqi|^ q qqqifqn^fq^: I ^IT^rlTTf^ I ^I^iqq 
^"^q fcqiqfqiqqqf qqssqwfqqrq^ ^ilf 555 ^ n 
^fqqfqrqiR 11 qqrqq m i qq ^iq»^Riq 1 qq qqi: Riq^lq4isRii- 
I ^qiqq qitfqi?iq Riqqqq: 1 ffqi^ I I qi5f|^rqii^ 1 3iif|qnq- 
q^?i^ i^qi^q q|ql|lqqfqqiqt qqqicq*5: i »i«nq ^ i ai^ifq^- 
qq^li^qi^ I ^n^^qn^ l l '^fqqiq^q qqqqi^qq: | 

q«qq^ qqtqiqrqqqii^fl^iq qi^qi? | ai# Rq^qn^ I q %qf^^l siidiq 
gq> qif^TOSiqq sqiwi^^: I i^qiqfq I qr^’q q q qi'sqqiqq^ 
qr## I qqiq qr^f^ sqq^g^ I ^q; ^q|qq^ ffq qqqiq^ i ^^q 
qiqq4: i qq qq^q^ ^ ^qqqiqi^ qqq fcqq q^^q i qq: 

^ii«qlq^ qqi ^nq^i qqiwiRiqi^ i qqi qqkf^ qiqq'rqi'^fq qqiqif^q; | 



sr. to M i ) 

mi m sii^ ^i i # 1 i 

3PT ^ Hlt^SSF^SiPT?: I 

w ^ JT =^ ?f«n 

I <l[rlS[T^raRIWf^ I ^P?»4?5Rl»?ra?5!IRf^^: | 3l«T 
HlWw^'fsq ^'^qiWf I M I 3 

cnw^IMH^ffi; ^ m\ I %\ ?l% SR|^5l^(Jt I ^ 3r^5I^q ’^ q^i- 

o^Pjqjj^q^^oi I 3»qR5r qiRiq: | R5ll ^qRT^I^qRl% 

* •s 

TO?j 5=5I5^^R Ril^ q# ^qqi^^oi- 
sPTiRt^ ^RWIt I I 3i;qqf I%F^ 

I ?RRf^fqf.R<q?Rq (qrqi aiqR I m R^RFlRIR^Flf^: SRq^oiI- 
fq«ffq^ ff?TIf I I ^ 

I m «lRI-Ri?^oi^R 

fqrq[ ^«l ^ RTRl^: I Ril^fl|f«l # I 

=RlfR^to<R( ^R^I% I I m\ m R^I^- 

RRi^Ri^ I # I ^ q^r gqiwq m 

%iqR«iiHi|w(%?:«i ^ I ?5i^^R iR^iRiq q%l% 

^^]^i I rl5f I I mmk I I 

31TR5I5FH?^: RcqRqil^^?!^ ^RR'^R^F^Rn^RI^ I qqi if^ I 

i^Rraro ^^^=^^?q^FR-I5iqM^SqTRrrr% fRfqfRIijlfRq^(q;:qqi 
^qT[ ? ^1^ q,«fw qRl^RR I IcqfR | qgR ^p^I;^ 

RFin%IR^ RRIRL RR^rRIRR R^R^ ^RR RRffR^IRTRRTR^; fFxRqiSRqSR^R 
teRIcj^ sqFcRwtsiH^RI ISI^tlRl 3RR: I ^HR^R: fR?rRI^Rf^4 

^R«l ISFR^l^SSRt^^l^R gRR^qi^qRiqjRRlR^I^RFRR^^ 

I 3W^%iTRR ^ fra RqksRiRra 1 5f 3 I 3^R fRRicRr- 

^l #Rl ?raT I 3!q =R 1%^ qgilra ^ItRiqi q^fq ^fRRf^ RT sqil^: qfqjtqf 

qpqqr I I qsraqr^rfqo^ ?RR.raTT^fq5RI^ qqf R%^fRRiq 

^iTTrarat I R^RiT^rarq^l i R.ralgR^jt ^RRrRRlIrR^ =^ 

ISWf^RRISRMRRlRRraR^ 5q(^RfSlR RRRIR | q^ R^RR R5?lRg[|%. 

RR^^R^ m^i I I RF^rafR^^sfR | SRn^R^r 



( ^ C «n- «»• I® 

1^?T 

f/^l^rSnaTi^ I 31^ Ir^ ^«FF% | 
^ ^ SITO I fl rrff ? 1 SWl'JIP?!- 

I ^ sic^ltiw^s% ^i^^SRr?i: 515?: W^- 

I 3i»i ^ sif?T?nf^^t ^ ^ 

I W:3;WT?I^ i| ?5F?T?% ^ I f| 

?<^: I *1#?^ I I 3!%^ 

^?f?f? I fS?5fq ^?I ^RIT^ g qf^ 

l%!q«im?fq?3|I3?lf^: lR?l?f?I?Rrqf?5l€n%^ ^l^rq? 511^:- 

f|5?T% 1 m ^ g S# q?|R -^?ig?I- 

5q^q^I??4t ^Irq?I% ^«TfSR ^ Jir*|’:q;q5T 5qf^=ffl^: fqic^ | 

I f| ?(I%( 5«?f^=?R: S^% I I 3?#R^IT- 

I I I%q*?r^ St«Tf5T[- 

JFafR^qf^r^? ^?3icq^FH5?i?=E3?^qis^qR5nT^ m ^ ^’?Tr!Li 

^ 3'r?5q»li^S?q%iT5q5|=Ei53qT5?'qR0ii^ il«q% | qqi qfl[f^ 

qfsiq?qR5^<t«i?i^^ I ?raisf^ siqfqi?Ri<?q^ ^2rasiqfqiq:Ri- 

^iq% t^ff? f^rq q# | .^f^f ?pT> qi^q^T? 5^- 

qiqfqf? i ^ 1 3n^??qn| I q|ti|f hsfs f^q^irqn'^lt i 

I 3qR?q^ qMqw^^ qi'^qqmqfiiq^rorjqq: i qp?q q 
^«i ^ qmqqi qi?5qi?=^ ^m!*^\ ti ^qi q#; i qgj qiqqsqiw^qqisqi^^q 
^qisqi^q^s^q #?: | qiqqq«qi?qq^r^I^qT qqiHf-^^i ^rpsq^qq: | m 
qi? ^«pq?5l^snqq5^qf| qiq»4isi:%q q?^ qi%rq is qq^l^iiilfqq qisq. 
(^: f%qqifqrqi5 1 3Tqi5tmiqqr ?iqq ? i qRqilq*^iSF^s{^ q(?=iT- 

^cqq fcqi^ 3Tq I :j^ q #I qf( q^qqq^ | qp:q q qiqq q qi^q- 

qiq^ ^ q % sqqq^ q qi*qf i qq qq ispq fra 5 iq! i 

^ lq4s5Fq ff^ I qqtqqf^ HlsWiqqqqi??;^: ^I%qTf ^ 
I i q^^i% niq^q^iw i 

qi^qqrqqsqq^fqqrqra^ 3i^q?q %l% | qiqqq^; 5 ?:H^ qq qi^-qq^- 

q^ q?qi«iq^f^^Rq q q^ q^qi^q^q H qqr q^ qra^ 

I qqfq ? i a# ^ 3 #^; ?wq4si^ 3i^f q: 



isirr. sr. fo ^8 ] («V) 

^ ^ 53 ^ 1 5 JiPT 

?«II«T frqill I ^ H rwr I 

|q*%f%lHtgsqicq=T ^l^^lsqi^rTfSRI 31ltf 1%!^ ^ra> ^■^TTiniii 

I r%q% a# SSFStSKl?! w«n- 

35q% ^ fi% I w»t: I f^: ?i5^s^- 

f^#^qt SRRil^rq^; | W qo^qpr^ 

I I aqqjl^^n^q Jliq Rcq: ^%S^qi^f.RR(^ri qiqi^si^h: 

q*qjiq| q^ q Hrqfqtqi^ q;qq^^?q qqissqq^i fr% q^qqrsqiqqfi^ I ^qiq 
q^ qi%rq ?s qqi q^^intraii^ra qiq*qi5F^ qlqfq ^ qqi% qqra- 
W^SF^f q^i fsqct fra %q#qi^ I m q^raonq^rqfqiqiqr. 
r?q^ wv^ ira %|^q% i q qif^qifi^qqqW qi^ f%§ ^qi^s^qfq q^qr- 

si^qrqqn'^cqiTRRc^w^ qqisq^ I fcqrf^ I f^nqra^'^qsqi^^q; ffqq 

ff^ qq'fqsrarqrasRi^qsqraWi srifs^: qqr racq; ^is^rs^cqi^sqi^f^ 

q^ilqiraqiq q?qq ffq l qq I qq fqfqfqi^qiq% fqfq; 

5i5^is^irara qq'jq q^l^q qsq^ iswf^q qi^^qraqi^qraq^^q 
qls^qra qqra q i5i^ qi^qqmqraqiq ^qfq q?( q?is5q^>q5 
I ajqqqfq w ^T w^q^ ??q I ffq ura^qsq^: l 
q^rai i qfq^raq qi^qqiqq^i^qiqsi^^fqw i q^ifqqiqiti 
qiqraqfrl. i ^»qTqi^?q q q^l^‘ qaq^ iswfqiqq^^ffiq ffqisql 
q^ira^i q*q^ qi«qqiqqt^^Rrqq: i ^ sqfq^qjqraqq^^ Iq^isi^qt- 
sfira^qqi^q qiqqj qq?q# ^ q qqi qq^ qsFffra fsiqfqiq^qq: 
^qqq^Sfsf^ q^^qqqi|s: i qiq^ q qqf^ra ^raiteFq i qt^qp# qim 
qi^q?^q sqi^^ I q ^ q ^m i f^fq: ?n5?r5i^fqii%‘q qrafnlg- 
I qqii^: qi'^qqiqra^if %s# qiq*qisFq qi^iqrnlqs^ q€f q?t 
q;^ q?rafq|^^% qiqqira^ qi«nqra ?^qfq f^dqsqf^^: i ff qq>«^- 
q^Fi qi^qiqiq qiqqiqi%q^q sqi^qi^ q qqra i qiqqtqFr q qfeqiqi^ q 
qiqqiqitfq^q sqf^i^ i^q i qqitf q^ rra%qf^?5% q^ra^iqi sqf^qR*. • 
q f| ^^sq q rafq I qqiswfqfqqiq^q»qq^Tlsf^ qiqqiqi5R4^ 
wm^ q^^q sqf^qR qqqqiw i I 

q^ qiqqiqi^ qiqqiqiilq??^ %qqiot ffq4: i sqf^qi^ # 

^0 





t 5?|f. u. f. 


(«8) 

^ I I 3iq»T4: 1 i g?^- 

\^ ^ %qi q i q^ 

’^cnPlfqif I | ^<in%^'*f'n q cRiqiB^itqf^qjm ^gsq; i guRqqrqpi- 
I ^iq Rfq^qqq^ frqqqqim^f^SI^If | 

%rqi^ I i^sntf f^^q^ q^q fnqqi% i sRq^iqqiqi^^q q^jqi^i- 

q^qrfi?i|^qqiqi«i3i%qi I qtq^qiaqfq i 

fiqq a=Eql( i %‘^?R'iqraq5t^: sifq^i^q ^mr^rR^iqr ^ q^ril 
^iqqjq^ aiq^q Rq% q m»q: i qqi^q5%iq%^ q^q^i?q=^( 

I qi^?| gqi^f^ qiqpq Rqq qiqi^q^qi’fqqqqi^ i ^qg- 

E^t sppi^Rra q qRtl: | fiq(^f%: sifqfjiir^^ qi%q5w5qHqiq- 
1 f^^qq?^qi5 i ^q^^rqi^ I a^^qsqqifqiqqi^ qqiwqii^- 
q^|qnrqi^%% ^ q^sqiqRor ^qq; | qq: ^ q %% 

Oli[ I qgl q^fqr^rq^ gq: g?T 0 i I g^rq^F 

»}fq^ q^q sRq?r^q gqqf i gqr ^tP*[ i g^q ^qq: g^ q^qi^qf^i I 

«iqqq qrqj^: i q^g: qiqi^wmqgqi li^q qqqi% i qq sm^r- 
^RTf^ i^qi^i«Rqn^ q^qqiqiTq^q qqi^'^g^sqi^ 
qcq^ qiira: i «j^'}qq?iig«r qfq?i?gq(Rgi ^qs^^qnsqq^: i 
snqqffq«J Jifq?iRq qgpr erg | ^^roi^q qiq<^g*Rfqqfqi?qgR?i^g qisqqp- 
>lCraq^g: ^^nq^w^qqq^ 5 = 5 ?# I fg^ qfqwpq qiqi^ ^q3?q%t- 
qiqqi§ q^ 5sq g^gqR^ fiqqisg ^qi^ | ^iqp%q(^ I qwisq ^iqfg»i 
^4 %q( vm qqqi 1 gqf^ ilf^gR#5qi^i^qi5iitq gnj|qi^^j|g 
5^4 qf|^R#^^'4 fn^ Rqi|: qfggi^sg ft FaRFq^tqiq- 
qpRq ^m 1 qiqqigfjRjfrgq#qis*^q i 

aqt^qpRqi^^gq: snqq1q«t 1 gqi^ gqr 

q%Wat g W I g|q q qqgw^qt 

I q f| tqq; sRiq^ pm^n q?i^ 3?qqt 

Jnqofiq^ qq^qe^qt | 515% f| qi# tq%SRfaiMqtq frqitqitgq I 
Rqqg%Rf ^rf^sntqft | ail^ qiq q^qi%itqf%: i 

5(qi<i 1 %gt^iq^» ^^nfng^wmmTqqiq^ffg ngi^ gwflt i 



SSIIT. J|. f 0 ] 



(«H) 


“SR^ I SRq^t^qRWS^^qrf^ 5fK5» 
I Wf; I ^iqf^R§ I |fqd?ra^ sil^ I it 

^ *wm I ^wimRifirf^ 1 3f^ 1 3R^ I 

;^R^s^l%5^'n cfil q«n m ??^dwrqi^ i I i 

5Rq?irfn?I5q|^K^qqHJ|Hl ^ ^cqi«lbR^ 5RfS51^]^^?5R?% R^«l: I 3Rr- 
«if5inw(tP>i rr^fssRM;^^ gif^ i f| w: i sf^- 

^ f^?Rn4c[^^if5Riwl ^ I ?Ri§i>?iT5qifTi ^3RHj4 

^qra I 3ifTR g i^i^qsqilti Hs^raf^ifra 

I 5n5?n^ I 5€?Ri2 

w fc«Tn^^R^?^J!«R01[fq|^qr gjqJT#rf 

I 3Rr (^qai^^rSlRiq ^115^ 

jRqi;?ro|%Rq: i sifq^fiR 
fitR ? I I WIoilqf^roPTI^^ I 

f^qfsqqiR q I sr# 5 ri^^- 

qiqRsifqwqqH ?n«ifSR(^s?qi3^i^ qqnnif^ 1 i f^^- 

qi^ fR I gq 5Rq?Ilfflq^^^ Slfq^iqirqi sirq^ | SRq^ q 

qfRISn^ I q ^^oijqqpR q% 

qiq M"#: I gqill qiiiRqii«[q 1 m\ sRq^ m 

qifqfi^%5RRf|q# SIrq??R | Riqqicqici; I qqf qi|: 

fii^qqffTR qqq 1 qq; qt 

qq^^qfrqif^fq^ I q^iq#q% ^ Rfq^q ^q(^ 1 qsr qqqi^rqi^q^ 
Rq55q^i|qqq ^^qqqjqqi^iqfEqq | q qc^l qifqi^qqtqqRf|qq^ 

gc q qR i q; | qqi Iqiq^i qq5S|:-qiqqRq^g qi^qf^'i^qpq qiqqi^ 
^ 5 i 5 ?qqqqi wqq f^qf^pq qRq-^qiq i qm tqi^^mr 

Hi^q% sRq^^% qs^q^q^q fq^Ri^iq | aifqisqqqsqi^iin^ I 

rqr^ I ?Rq qfqqqqii^qq^ si?q?ra: i srfq sRq^d^rqsq^fi- 

qiq: sR^q qqisq wm h qqqq^ qqq ^i t q : 

^flcq^Ris^ I qq«i sRqp 31 %: sRqsst qs |iq q PRSRq^ pq 

sirq^ ^ %PPSfqRq: P^qiq^ f5^q^fqpi^qPH qif^r qqfq^sPi^- 
wm qr3?qi?q I m qfpqq^soi^i^is^ q^i^Rip^qilf 



( [ wn. q. fo 

SlRUSSqsn iqtl% e^liil: 5|r?l^5l5?: I 

^5: ] m qi^qqiqRMwq;^^ qf4t|r ^WRn^'¥«ii^ I 

q^ift ^ f^q^^icqn%t^f?^4; i aifii g^t^riwfi^irq^q c[?^% 

q5?iqqfq[i^ I 3i5r <j^Ri qlr^qwiq hbi I q^q^ i 

q^q: ^qfq'^^ qxg^^lxq^ %I% f^?R^qR%T?[ | 

3j4 ^,^ I 3pq^5^qi*tfq4: i 

^n^fqs^rqi^fi^ q?q^ i iqqf'q^qq'irq^: i w l 

^qr^ii^ I fra ^ ^ q2f%^ q^qf^ra^rai ^ii^ I 

If sirq^ eqraira i ?i5i ^ii?5lq 

^q5!^q%S =qt^ Slcqw | ^l%q5lcq^|oqqfiig m\ I qwSfRqt- 

I qir^ ^qfq qqrari^q sifB^ ^traqq sncqn^ sqq- 

55ra^ra era ei^qqii^fsq^q ^q nt<nran^ I q>Roi(fqqqkii?^5qqRl|eiM 
sifq^riR’raq frqif I I 51% qiqsTRqii^ai qra^q i%rqn^i 

q(|?r q^qqii^ sraq^ g^r | m qiqrara craric^L 1 3»q qisq- 
5irq^’ ^5 i I qqii?qi( qqt 

^sR^q?: 3^^qiqq ^qra <^q ^ \ ^iq 

qffqi%flqR; ^^raVifqras i ^ c^i4 ^^[ qqr qisgqr q qqtraiqt ^ 
qiqif^q^Vqisiq qira'ie’^f? I I uraqraqi^ sraq^ qRi%?jqi^ 

sjraqi^q; aCi’^^q, qis^i f§ i aqqqi^ra: i l^tqqt ^iqR: ^qqiqi qiqir»q- 
^wq|fqi%^^«i I qq qisiF^g^roii ^fqfg^iqira^iRq i q|?qf%3?nq- 
^lIlqqqiRq i ^is^ra^t^qrsfq Rq;^srq q l qqi^ q qiqriiqiRq- 
3 ^: I qraic*> f| qj 55 [raqi: 513? qi ^qra^ qt q g[qq qqr ^iqqiraiqi?^ ^- 
pqisqqjqn^raqt q q ??qq I q^cqirra^'iitsf^ q qEq i 
qq: %q qifqf^qlq ? 1 f^ qi 3 ?i#cqi%rakf ?ratlrai%: ? | qf? 5 i 5 ?i^qN^: 
^iraqj iq»sw^5 q|ra%: 1 qn:qqi=333§rqf^raraqira- 

q5iq?nq5qiqtqfcq%^^qici 1 ^q q f^^i^raf ^wiqoira^qi^n%[#qqiqir^ 
^PTOq®iii%5: ?i5^qq^®i qqfiejqqi^ I g^qi^ qis^ q ^qqif^ qqf^s^?(Wq q 
qi35gq>i?t %iq snqqraq I eiqi qi^ q?qq fqq^qi q qra? f^ i 
1 %^ q>i%Rqqiq: ^4%ffqqqj q 3 q^: | m 



. sr. f e ] 



(w*) 


515^1^ m!^ swi»w( I 

sicq^i?B*n^ § ’Z^i%^sw!OR[|g«n i ^ 

I ter UfqW!» 

sii*nwif^ I 1 5qq^i^q?( I m ^q»n5wi#j[qpj»fq?^ I 

^ ^ 51 ^: I }r ^5 

^ra I I «Rr m si^q^d^m 

?If 3 ?'^WI^|Srsg: ^ I 3isprmT^scq|5 

I sitftr^nf^ I ^ ^ 5if«^ ^ I 

5lf?RT flRlgf^r^si^ #5^ Slfq^: I Rr#SfT^?Tf 5 ^ ^ ^ mm^' 
?i5^«T I I ^ f^nNJTpg^ l?q^: i 

STHWif^m in?f gqi sifq^ ^c?;if^ q^l 3 ^% 

I ^llWIlHI^^fq m I m I%>l^lpfi^Pl%I- 

I *i^n%R^?irqiB m 

Slfq^j^ %q4: I ^ q?RlNR<nt^Fs[¥rf^ TO®i^cjmsi^ 

^ q I 3raiw(^ %f^ I 5q^«l Wl^ 1%: sj#: 

f! ? I I I ^^rs^fq# mm \ % q^sRc^rf^ 

5?nqi^s% 1 q j| qqi i ^i«ii 

;qR qsR'jnl^ w^ qqi^?T#r 1 % ^ sqq^: 5 * 1 ?^- 

fqcqRq RqqrqiTiqr m # =qiRi'qR'Ji*( 1 ^jq^qq 5qq^^iw^^iq|^?<lrl 
H% I I q^i%iJnR 1 3TR^!^=5q»n%5T sjrq^i^- 

Ojq ^3l ^ %f=E«l% I 

sifq^^s^^f qq?%R^%‘^fJtfrRRra: iiqf»m?Tq- 

fqfq I qqi “qiJif^soqnq i m ^qif ^1[ I sqi’^irfi^q '!jfi^ q^ 

mH I t%I.I qi% sqil^I I cqiqqifqf^rq^: | 3«5qii^iq ^01^ 

I ^3^^ fcqii? I afiqqR#c[qj^ q^q \ m 

q^i^ I 3iqiqRi^ifq»i%?^5} q^%Ri^: flqiqiqf^i^ I qgtf^Ri^ I ^ 
%q^|qI^(^fTR^qfq^^: i a^sql^i^’^RiWRiiR sqf^iqrag^ l 
qq^rflRIR I q^^CTRilR Rfiq SlcqiRRfqiqra^ I ^ q^ 

# RqiR«t g^Ji^ftr^(^q3i^q fqq cr: ^qq^qRTrrfif^fiiJi- 

?i^ 5R q^l^fTRiq: Rqf; ^i^if I I ^i^qif^R^ f r 



(»«) 




[ 9tn, J». fo 


I f?! TOl^Pni^ II i ^ 

^ f^»T 3 »TR ?p# «TOqfgnR 5n5?R I 

^^HljRRg^ I ?r5[ 5i33[ifJTsjifq(?q^q|%i%R5! q^pfg^ I ^qsif^l%- 
3 fiFnrq^ I ^ «i: ^ sifaq^ra ?Rq 

^P^IFRjqtqqqfsi ^^1^ I a^lfHUklqfJ^ ^- 

% *I|qg«q^ I 5I5^lfJT^ rqicqsrdlcl^ ^ 1^ «RI^- 

JfR I 3RI: q^ ?I3?Irq^ I ^ 3 p51Ifqq»l^ I 313 ^- 

^^rtfq^qicqqq^qi^ qj^3qR?l3^l=5?T5^ cT^qif^f I m 
51^ I ?|5T »i**ras^J>r4 ^n% I ®'|jw<q »T»wa7t qi I OT- 

I fl5^ 55i%^:qt^ I ^^iqqHt 1 1^- 

?toiI^ 4: I ?Rq ’flqi’l: I q^q^rqlt^'R^g^icqipf^’qiqi^^i^fff- 

«i^ f^^Tq^qiq^ q^qi^i ^RtlR^f?iTR^qg?q?J^ ?HfiR- 

ii3< TFi q ti^ I g^niq sm>T i^ffiR ^ 

^«RI I ^ ei'3#^»rqi%TOWiJi m |»t 

qit^T fi% mm \ ^ 

# q%^i^ qt^q^fi^T i ^q^qfq sw hi«ir^- 

I mi ?cR5R qR#?TR^qf^ g^gf?nqi?qwq ^f- 

flR ^ ^5T??ra «^%q{q qg>nJRRr?3Rq- 

CRT 51S^rl^q5fq^IRf?TR^5RiqFqRaR3qR^51i[ I q;^3- 

I ^1^ I wm mw qqsiwrt || 

apranq^r ^ ?ri 1 ^ -q t( |a =q I g^r 

qg^R^ ^ tf #i ^ m si^ q^pq^ fg apqFq^qi^qi^ 
^ jpflf^q^: g qRgi'^ I gg #qni giq^ giqipg- 

gqt ^1 wm I ^ 1 Rgiq^gRgq^ ?wq ^ I jpiFgH^ 

qqicsi^q5n%ngqqig i sif^Tgi ^ ^qgiqt^ q^Ri^rgt-qq^ij^t 1 aigq^r Rgiq- 
sn%q?«r5qq^^ i q^gpfg^ Ji^'sq^giqsqq^nqgi q^^ 

^m I m\ %q^ gp g^g g gzigiq^ gcq^f giq; 
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'51=^ I ^iqT ^q^qf% %## 

I I ap*? jai: SWIO)^ I 

qq(*f ^ qf^rawqi t% n a?*ii d?;## {^ ^i q^: i 

?Rfai qqionfsi^fa?^^ qR^fwni^?^ sqa^teq^ i m 
|4t*nqtf^4i qra ^ qi^q ^»n%W 

#T ?f«# inTM^wra I i fi^iqi^jnf^ I ^”19’ 

q^r^ I m ^fqq5Rq(s«^4^3^ swiinqj^M?ei i ^ sRq?j- 
qi^qqf^qf%: i si^qi^ 3 fqqf^qi%4qT^iP smioifnq q>^ i fiHsnR^i^- 
qT3[f5i qj^f^ra i m i%q5^% i fs i q^q^w^qn ■q 

qqi®iq I ^fiqq?qt?q5^ii^q I q;# =q qRi^rqi^ qfqi'aRqifqi^’gra- 
qq%aqF«nq 5qw55(^% $3: qwRT^q ^ qi^ qi^j%w5Rif^q>f*l?qiqiq 
I qri^q^fqici^ 1 3i^Ri%l%^q^qfqffqcq?5iqRiq^^ fnq^ I sra^q 
fiRq^i%r^ sRioiqi^ qiqq% i qR#q^»^qi^ii?fii 

3Rq^ qfiqgcq?i« i q qp5qRf%i%^qi5fnqFf<R9 2qg> qqn? I 

ST %?sni^ I sT^qf^dq i%r5;qii^ qi^f^q q #f 

qR^%^ fqqq^ fq ffin^ I f«iqnfqwitsiTifi% i f^qi^T'Tqi«i^ qw 
qi^ ^im I q^q q^qi^ i arqq^: i pqis^^R^ qw2q% 

?[qi^? qqi qrqj^qqi^ wim pq^ I qqn^ ^ q#%^ f rit^ 

jqq^^qpqq i ^ pqi%5Tq f^P?Tqfqiqf qjqp qsqsqf^i^qf qrRsqqiaiq 
«?qisf I I 3iq ftf%iqp qifq^ i%iqRfqi^ i I arf^ 3 q 

i^q qj#H^ qsqit i %q g^q?q i ?q|^qq(qsq«Rqq5^ T#Tnia: 

qmqsqiqR fcq^: qf^i^q q;« q pqii^if^ I I qajqifiRq%f^ 

qqioijqi^qrfqqqq^qq: i q^ rriprir: ^qi^T qqg qfqqioiq»qTWq: 

p^f^rqi^ I sRpipri^ I 91^^ ^ RsqNftrqi^ i Piqi^ qiq 
qqiqRq sftp^qr^i^q^ i qd sqiqRqprq smm qqsi ’jqii^: 

TTHJPT pqrqisqfqjRqr i qrqi: qspi?qi^ i%aRqwW q^q wm 
I Tin^mTT^ i ^ qp^'ifq niim. i *Rqw^q qrqpmt 
Tn®?ppfq R? I qp ^ts^^q qf q?[ qrfqaanqq qrq qqnnq? i q«# i 
^ q§tqqTR5f^ qqi i sflp^qrainq 
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5?IPTR^f«T4: SWUH’^J^qt^^ SRItJf qi qi Iqcq' 

qqfSig^q^ ^fqi i m qfq^^iqsn^: »b® ^ ^wi^rt- 

qqioi I qi^ra: swm^ 

I ^«ii^ # 1 9*1^ sqqqR i m ^ R5iqT^s^n[5K( 

qi5i: I I q^3S^sqqi% | =q ^ I 

gsi ^ q^oi^qifqq | I I 51^ 

qJrsq 3M^oi?l%q^cqi?P3^5q^>oi I «F^ I 51«{I^5R[ I 

g^4R^‘j^qcqn%% ^Rqq i 

rn?q5t^% ?Rq pq^ cTriqf | qp qpn][ I 3Rq q qp^TSS^Hl 

f^q55% ^qqifl^l?! qjqoiF^fqiq^qi^ I ^q[q%p^ qqtq q^ qc^I- 

q^jq q^qqrtl^qiqiqrallq^ qqiqq I RiqjqqRfiR I 3 - 

qqfq I aicj^llq^iTr^qiqqfq ^rqiqiq'^qq qsq^ I ?s[rii- 
qRqpf^ROTRqiqiqiq^j^qqi^ | | «^5I5?: qsfqqqqk: I 

^?^q: I ’]^ w qpffiiqp q^i 3ii^?T^T R^q 1 qRM^r ^q: 
SUM I rRqrqq^so^5Rq |R(qiB«iq®R^qR:=qpqqq q^fiRgfqqq ?Rqqr- 
pqrqi?^ l ^pri »?^Rr $(qp!Rqq^^q f? sn^qiqqRi^i qiqq- 
515^^4 qiqqRiq qRi?p i^qq qiqqp ^fqqq^iqqcqiq, 1 qqai 

^ 01 ^ q^q qraq^j^R qmqiq^ qj^qq i qqtqq w-^ smq^q ^fq- 

^iq IRIOR I |RI%qq qp ^qp^RiRfql: I |qqTq'?ll f^- 

^ 1 1 '^qqq^ f^i^qq#qtf i q^q^qt^ I qB q^q5i[ 1 q %q^ 
q%T ?^'q qq^ i qqi^s^ qiqR: q^pttqisi^f- 
q5=^ qtt^i^qqrf^ 'j*p^<»ii5fti% q^qqqq qf^qiqq qiqq^ 
qWF^^ I ^rq q^iqqqqRT qq|T^oiq%ip SRiqqil^lrqitl^ qqm- 
qif^rqf^ qiqq^ | qqq^; | pqqqT^sqqqi^pqr ?^RI aflRRPiqi^ qqiqq: 
3 #sf^q qqfqiqF^ iq®R I R^q^ q?=i^i5^iqqqf^i^^qqj%q»: 

fspq^^i^tqq qr fqoiRf^q^sf 1 q^r^j sRq^ii^'R(<}«;^(*l?qiR I 
q q>ra q (» > ^ qi (^ i qqsraq^iq qqsipp i i snteifqiqqi^iq 1 mta - 
sjfqisqp^sq^rsqjg Jirq^Rq^RnM* qi^pq^ ^ qqqqi^ q(qqi§qrq^ 
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urm^sirJitqji^q ^ngxq^ I ?ii^si^Ji»n5rJr^ i%w% ^ 

I ^ 1 5?3 R4r%':fi l 

^qii%'?i’5: I m qip-Twqi^^ ^oifqfqsiif^ sitwf.5i??nqq- 
qf?qi?qoiRRiq qfrWfiq: | m ^*?q^iN 
ff^If I I ?q'JT3im?:JIR^R^RISlRRf,^=qq ^IqRfqq: I 

%^i5[RRq^qrR ^qniRrqiR 1 =qqi ^il:^iTf5i[ ^^Rfq qqf ^ 

^ fR I R5I qf: 11 % 'qZ^TcigWIrf 

R ? I R?I[?J: q?T^^Rf65: I ^o^q^^qn^rqrqq tqja^RTSRI^RRRI^^II^^i 

NS S3 

IgRf^ I m q^r q^qifqie^qi %qi: 1 Rqtqqqq qqW^- 

^ rs ^ ^ 

^q5qqqr%qr% | ^RRiqq | ^rrr R^if^q^qq ^qq^qil^isg- 
qRRfR qq ^qR I qqi qqraqi q^iq^ ffqR iqT.^cqq 1 R,q^R^5^- 

ri5qq%qiq^^rf?qoW5faHRqRfqiq?qq qfiqqqq: I qqqFi%q: 

wimr q sqie: i%s ffqHiqr^RRqiiRq^r |q: 1 Rq q^R^qq^q^r qi#i ql- 
q|q I q R?qqqTs;qR qiq f[% qHqi%qfq^r ^qRfqq qiR^qiq^sqq- 
^(qi^qq ^Rrqfqqqiq q,qts5^ I ?i;q?qqq[qwqT^i% I i%fq- 

^qqrfq ^qqrqrqiR qiqqr q^qjqq'qpqiq f%Riq q qq;qirqi^ i q I 

Rqqq f| qRi%MF:|[^q%qqq: q^q^r: q^Rqqqq: ^q?5T%q^ 

|5: q.q ^Tfqq qiR.qr iqqRrqffq^Fqqqq^q 1 f^qq |.q?^^^q 1 

q^q 5ir^q ^q^ ^Riq^qrfq^sq q^q iriqqT^Rfq 1 1 

q[R4qq*4q=^f?:qi'qqq^q^q ^?i'q[Rqiqqi^qrq»5 : 1 fqrql' ^ii^qR^^Rraiqi^tf I 
'RlR?qn^ I ff Rqjq 'qR^q^l? ^qi^iq qqi qfqoqqia RB qq gRR 
w% qqiR qi qmr^qiq RifqRRR qoq ^ qfqiq q^q m: siqiqrqw 
q ^qqi BRqqrqL i qf^qq^qr rr ffq 1 fR ^Rii^q%f4 
Rqf^ 11 

jqiqjRW^q R^q^R^ qf^r i 
^qqq4 m m qi^^qqRiqrai 11 

w 
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Notes 


^f. — A question arises: Was the Nyayapraves^'a called 

P. 1 Title because Haribhadra’s work was a Le- a commentary on 
and 11 1-3 or was it already known as ' ' and consequently Haribhadra 

calls his own work ‘ ? The latter would seem to be more 

probable, because Haribhadra speaks of the passages of the text 
of the Nyayapraves^a as ‘ ^s ' on which he is writing his com- 
mentary. The problem of the original title of the work seems 
unaffected by this fact. For the exact title of the work see 
Principal V. S. Bhattacharya's Introduction to Nyayapraves^a 
Part II p. xi (G. 0. S.), Prof. Tucci's article in J. R. A. S. 

. January 1928, p 7, and my own observations thereon contain- 
ed in the Introduction of this book. Panjika speaks of 
^ 'as a ' ' and also as a ( cf . 

" and '' 

— Paiijika p. 38 a.). 

11 1-2 ^ etc. Demonstration and Refutation together with 

their Fallacies are useful in arguing with others; Perception and 
Inference together with their Fallacies are useful for one’s own 
illumination The rest of this book is an exposition of this 
fundamental text. 

1. 3. Question:—- Is it the author’s own short statement of the 

Science of Logic, or is it an older text which he is going to 
make the basis of his work ? While a summary at the end 
of a chapter by the author himself is not unknown ( see e. g. 
?2TT2if?^lof Jayanta ), such a thing at the beginning would 
be surprizing. The author of the V rtti, and following him 
that of the Panjika, discuss the question why this couplet is 
placed at the beginning of the work, thereby apparently imply- 
ing that the couplet is unquestionably the author’s own. Such 
an implication, however, does not seem to have been intended* 
For, all that the commentators discuss is — why should the S^'loka 
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be placed at the beginning ?— a question which can be raised and 
discussed irrespective of the question of the authorship. Even 
if the S%ka be the author’s own, it may still well be a sum- 
mary of a logical doctrine which was older, and so it sems to be. 
The question which is really important is not that of the 
authorship of the Sloka, but that of the date of the logical 
doctrine which it formulates, and this was demonstrably older. 

*?IT. SI. f . *1*1: — This ‘ ’ should be understood to be and not 

P. 9, 1. 3. ^ ; for Haribhadra is a Jaina. 

I. 4. &c. v.l. — the reading of Panjika. It is 

remarkable how the Bauddhas and the Jainas have made a 
common property of the science of Logic. 

II. 6-7 ttcall: &c. Haribhadra seems to be aware of older 

commentaries on the to some of which he refers in the 

course of his own Vrtti. 

1. 13. Read“r<^for i ardt. 

1. 14. af^jp^rei. Construe : 

1. 15. &c. The possible atgqjqralss which a't?’ might raise 

are three ’• — 

(1) Because the work is useless ( ) 

( 2 ) Because there is no such S'astra of or logic 

(3) Because it is a hotchpotch of unconnected matters. 

( ). 

1. 16. A stock illustration, which is here given as one of 

and not ^ 

Vrtti) as done by Dharmottara, who like many other Indian 
writers, says ( N.B.T. ) Panjika supports 

the fra ( see below ). 

*nn«n5t i 

I ” Patanjali’s M.Bhasya I. 1. 3. under 

N. S. p. 140} also “ ?5F*ti^q?llsfrR argqqsim'iiii ^ 
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S'abara-Bhasya. ( Ch. Ed. p. 10 ); and i 

il” — Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara IV. 8. 

II. ] 9-20. Of the four well-known or points relating to the com- 
position of a book viz. an^t, srqt sRand the first is 
not mentioned here probably because, according to Buddhism and 
Jainism unlike Brahmanism, any reader who feels interested in 
the subject is an ari^r'BtRg,. Of the other three, wiw and 
are mentioned expressly, and by implication. Read 
“ 3fi¥i^?mi3R ^ grgig i i ” cf. “ 

(N.B.T. ); also, 

aqliR % l JiqllHlil | ” Mim, 

S'l. Vart. i-18. 

tn%^I -H-4+5l^ijTT5t — The portion shown as missing in the Ms. is pro- 

P. 38-39a bably" 5n^Ri^”. Thus, m ;qw:— 

( from R-tt ) is the science of the determination of truths 
(“ — uRsiW ” ). 

But I think the word ‘ ’ as used for the Science of Logic 

is very significant: made up of the prefix fn-down, and the 
noun from the root t — to go, it clearly points to the logical 
process of descending from the general to the particular, thus 
corresponding to Deduction’ ( de-down, and duco-I lead. ). 
The word ‘ RRR ’ (conclusion) tells the same story. 

The author of the Panjika does not think that ? is a 
meaningless addition made by Haribhadra simply for the sake 
of filling up the measure of the anustubh verse. In this 
view he is justified by the fact that lower down even in the 
prose passage Haribhadra speaks of ‘ > 

51 ^ 1 ^ 1 )=;“ siRR#R ” (PaSjika) From this it would appear 
that the author of the PanjikS. knew the work as ' At 

the same time he says that this work of ‘ fi% ’ is a ®n^Jrr of the 
( ‘ )’. It is, therefore, difficult to say 

whether the name of the work as known to him was 
( ^ ) ‘ tp ’ or ‘ ^ More probably it was ‘ 5ti^, ’ which he , 
also characterizes as ‘ tjjl ’ because Haribhadra has called his 
work ‘ ’ and refers to the passages of as ‘ ^s, ’ 

For read 
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etc.^Here are the four 'at^s’ that is, 
excellences or supreme qualities of the perfect man according to 
the Jainas. ( i ) here suggested by the word, ' ’ 

(■ k ) by (?) 3T'iTqm»iirti%PT, by 'i%i’ ( ) 

and ( Y ) <j^rRRi^r, by ' The press-copy prepared in the 

Baroda Office has this note on “ Here is a gap in the 

original palm-leaf MS. A leaf is wanting. ” The leaf [No. 4] 
perhaps contained further exposition of the four 
and something else also. But as it is, the passage “ 

is quite connected and intelligible, and nothing 
seems wanting. Possibly the leaves were misnumbered. No. 4 
being inadvertently omitted. ( For further exposition of 
the atfa^l^Ts, fee my notes on B. S. S. p. 3). 

etc. Objection :-This glorification of the author serves 
P. 38b no purpose. What is the use of saying that the great Master 
is possessed of supreme qualities and is worshipped by gods 
and men, when what is really wanted is a proof of the truths 
contained in his work and not bis glorification ? The sloka 
cony eys no such proof: not the of those truths, for 
is produced by and not by a s'loka ; nor for the 

s'loka is not a mark from which one could infer those truths. 
It may possibly be argued that it is 51^^. But is only con- 
nected with its own signification, and is no proof of reality 
( awg:*? is a technical term mostly of 

Buddhist logic meaning invariable concomitance. ) 

Answer:' — ^The above objection can be answered in two ways; 
first, according to ‘ ari^R ’ ( Dharmakirti ); and secondly, 

according to aris, a commentator of Nyayapraves'a. “ ^ 
” in the Vrtti (p. 9 11. 12-14) is according to 

' 311^^ that which follows, (11. 14-19), is 

according to 3?^. (1) According to suchabsolute knowledge 

or conviction of truth is not necessary. Even ’SRPf ( suspicion 
or hope ) that the work may contain some truth should suffice 
to induce an earnest seeker after truth to read it. Thus, the 
purpose which the s'loka is intended to serve is to create such 
a and be it noted that, as Dharmottara ( commentator of 
Pharmakirti’s Nyayabindu ) observes, ^51’! is sufficient for 
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( “ i f| stffqwn > wffjnRi i ” 

N.B.T. p. 3. ). (2) arfe answers the objection difEerently. He 
thinks that the is already there, even prior to the reading 
o£ the s'loka, so that the s'loka has not to create it. ( “ 
siprr^ 3115# ^•. i ”). 

The s'loka, however, provokes the reader to raise all sorts of 
objections and thus creates an opportunity for answering them 
and thereby for drawing him unconsciously into the study of 
the science of Logic. 

P. 38b )...+?ra^ fl — The 

reference is to i? 5ii^ i jtisr: 5i#3i^ ;iM 

cira^ ^ 5 # ” ( p. M. Mim Slokii Vartika i. 12 ) and 
uragspq i ^ ttswisR: n ( Ibid, 

i. 17. ) Thus the passages occur in the S'loka- Vartika of 
Kumarila, which is a work of the school of PArvamimamsa. 
In the Pafijika, however, they are cited as giving the opinion 
of “Vaiyakaranas and others,”— probably because 

the substance of the passages can be traced to earlier writers, 
especially to Patanjali, the author of the Vyakarana 
Mahabhasya. ( I. 1. N.S. ed. p. 55. ) 

P. 39a These have been fully set forth in the Vrtti 

( see supra ). For the three Kinds of 

— N.B. ) according to Buddhist logicians, see Nyaya- 
bindu Part II and its tika. is a I 5 which is bound up 

( ) with the essentially', is one which is bound 

up with the causally', and is one consisting of 

negation, where non-appearance is the ground for inferring 
non-existence. W ?ta# 3 Rfi{^q^ etc. — Two inferences are set 
forth: one based on a and the other on 

( ^ ) ga 4 l 3 (qfij^ This is 

an inference based on erRwi'jfijfcW being essentially bound 

up with ?ra# 5 t!i^; for, to do is always to do for a purpose. 
( ’. ) |^ipiRwi^»I.si#5Ri5Tt^here 3 T 5 iii(**p>ft 5 icWT*ira= 3 TR*flwi 5 ?^ is 
and 5 i# 5 RtiRT¥iT^:= 5 i# 3 tsi 3 R^ is If the is absent, 

is absent too, or as the lo^cians graphically put it, when 
5I#3I'|5 )t 1I, the retires, she retires along with 9TRwrif}j)^j 
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the of the Vrtti is a 

case of ( 5fqi5pn*n?i ) involving ( amwrwira ). 

P. 39b et<>— there are two more ^s pointing to the same con- 
clusion; and 91^953. ii JJ i%P^~see supra. 

Here given as an example of • ?! 

” (Pafijka). In the absence of the initial s’loka — “ 

” — which is really the fundamental s’loka, the whole 
treatment of I3, and their 3Ti*n?ts would have been lost 
in the air ( ). Moreover, it would have been irrelevant 

( 81 ^ ). 

»«IT. tr. 5151 ’ the first word in the fundamental 

P* 1 1. 4. verse defined, Mark: not the 13 alone, but the whole body 
of Inference consisting of the statement of I3 
is here called ‘ 

?5JI. IT. f . 

P. 10 1. 6. — Explained in three ways: 

( 1 ) ^ ). 

( ^ ). 

(O gT«RFt( 

I. 8. etc. — What is the of the that is to say, what is 

it that it proves ? Answer: suff. Not the alone, 

e. g. nor the alone e. g. but e. g, 

^^2 q^^r. 

II. 8-9. ('i) (’.) ^cTita 

Since, as stated above, the consists of q^, ^ and the 
^s may be accordingly (')) q^'n, {\) and {\) 

1. 8. tqq^n^lH &c. — The or attack is directed against and 

not for, cannot be hurt if it is a real i. e. capable 
of proving what it undertakes to prove. 

1. 11. »t3 &c. If as yon say the target of ^ is and not 

how is it that the author says “ W'q'i^tqrsiq^lR ^'mT% ” 
( ST. p. 8 1. 3 ) ? Answer : By ?ri«H in that passage is meant 
not the that proves, but the that claims to prove — 

thus, that which the other party has put forward as ‘ 
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although in reality it is only a is an object of tsN. 

' ’ has after all the look of 

1. 15. &c. ‘ ’ in the verse goes with both and 

Thus, we have and iwntt , in addition to ^ 

and to be treated in this work, 

1. IG. gi«R ( ^ ) 1 flrstqmres are (1) qsiuira, (2) Icsnw 

and (3) ^rnwres are, as the N. Pr. says, 

L e. allegations of ^Ws in the ?n«H ( =q8j, fVRl ) 
which are not real 

P. 39b. at«i — Note on the long 35 in 

?^r. s?. f . 

P. 101. 19. &c. — the questioner, the other party. 

1. 21. ^gsft-In the case of the example given in the vrtti, 

the relation between the two is that of the substance and 
the article made of it. 'Applying the parallel to the case in 
hand, the inferential knowledge which we convey to the other 
man will be the substance of which* his new consciousness 
will be made. 

1. 23. q^df^qisscqr^ — I was inclined to read 3T-qwrq?F55cqi^ which 
gives the reason why and argqH were not said to be ‘q?#!^.’ 
In that case, the pronoun would stand for 
As it stands, however, in the reading qtefqfqss^qrfi; will 

stand for ' ’, giving the reason why um and 

fq'q are ‘ q^4fq^. ’ But this does not account for ‘ ’ and the 

explanation wanted is why and alone are qt4f^ and 
not and Inspite of this Refect in the reading as it 

stands, I have refrained from subtituting the conjectural 
reading, because lower down in the vrtti, I notice another 
looseness of thought with which the present should be kept in 
harmony: compare “ SR^igqR qq shchRq^ qmqiqql^, q 

giqq|q5j[ i aTRh^cqsssqtq: ^$ 1 : l”(p. 11 1. 12) where aqi: stands for 
the former ^q^TgflTqqt: and not the latter 

5*11. SI. ff%. iRq^fl— -Its meaning traced; 

P 11. ridiRtq4:'--5tfe (qqtl) gone towards, and ar^-sense. Hence 5?^^= 
that which is related to the as its effect. siRg srtw will 
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be defined later on. See N.Pr. p. 7. II. 7-9. srgjjRH,— Its 
meaning traced: srg after, iTRq. — that by which something is 
determined. is that by which something is determined 

after (1) that is the presence of the 53 as a of the 
e. g. of '<jq in the qq^t, is apprehended, and (2) the of 
the I 3 with the — that is, what is called ®qif^ — is recollected 
( — vrtti- ). The first corresponds to the 

minor and the second to the major premise of Aristotelian logic. 

etc. Two ways of solving the compound ‘ q^qq* 
P. 40a — ( < 1 ) q^q4^q q, ( trqq,— ) 

(i) q^q4w qfq q ( qiwqqql^iqqTqrq^q^q ) q. 

qwa q qql^jfrqq, &C. Pafljika notes that ‘ rqq;qrifq- 

P. 40b f^R ^iqqgqRq, ’ quoted in the vrtti ( sqt. q. 1. P. 11 1. 5 ) as the 
definition given by the author of the N.Praves'a is really the one 
given by Dharmottara, the definition in N.Praves^a being 
“ aigqtq ”, ( N. Pr. P. 7, 11 15-16 ). 

But says the Pafljika, the difference is only one of language, 
and the two definitions are substantially the same. We may 
add that the exact language in the text of the Nyayabindu by 
Dharmakirti and its commentary by Dharmottara is as follows 
“qq Rffqnifigqgqq hr aqgqrqqL” ( N. B. ) i^qi^wrawicf 
HRRR ” ( N.B.T. ). 

sit. JT. 1T% " q?q^tmRw: ”, “ qwRfitfe 

P. 11 1. 6 According to the Buddhist, what modern psychology calls 
‘ sensation ’ is the only true Scq^#q, and what it calls 

P. 40b ‘ perception ’ ( such as qsftq, q3HH etc. ) is not q^q^ 

but q^^qra, inasmuch as in it the stuff of sensation is 
transfigured into the perception of % q3 etc. by our own 
mental activity ( ). This activity ( q>^qr ) consists 

in giving a name, a class etc. to the real object of qfq^. 

Thus, what the Brahmaya Naiyayika calls Riq^sq^ (or R^sraRqi) 
HR is according to the Buddhist the only real SR^, 

( or ) HR being stHifWis. cf. q?q^Wtq OT^fqqqqisq;. 1 
(5[«3qi^fqqm?qi?Fqqi|% ^qri Quoted in the purvapaksa, N. 
Manjari p. 30. 



f. % &c. — The Buddhist does not believe in any such p^f- 

P. 11 1. 10. manent psychic entity as snerRl of the Bnihmanas and the 
Jainas. His is — a flowing stream of con- 

sciousness and its forms. 

&c. — The Panjika thus distinguishes between and%?!:- 

P. 40b. the former is general consciousness, the latter particular con- 
sciousness, that is to say, consciousness of the general form of 
a thing, and that of its particular character ( cl^ 

I ). The point of the explanation 

is that the and the % are not related as and 
( substantial cause and its product ) as maintained in certain 
systems of Brahmana philosophy. The two are merely 
different kinds of sir, of which one can be said to be the 
cause of the other in the sense that one is an antecedent of 
the other, the causal relation being only their orderly sequence. 
No endures more than a moment; hence it is called 
’B^R, moreover, is not an abiding reality, but a flowing 
stream of past, present and future moments of 

. ( Hem. S'abd. ) 

P. 41a 

^c5FF%qT^^5i;FFWT¥n^ci;-The rejection of (=3nciRi^) is as 

old as Buddhism. But Gautama Buddha seems to have 
rejected it from an ethical motive, rather than on 
metaphysical grounds. Later Buddhists have supplied the 
required logic ( See Milindapanha etc. ) 

T^n. f . I cannot understand the retention 

P. 11. of the word ‘ of in Buddhist logic except on 

the hypothesis that the Buddhists were building their 
Logic upon Brahmanical foundations and were unconsciously 
borrowing their language. 

11. 12-13. Read : i arR^i- 

I See supra, a. f. P. 10. 11. 23 and Note 

thereon. 

1. 13. Jt3 &c.— Criticism s If means aT3*n3, as you say, ( see 

supra) why is the word ‘ ’ used in one line and ‘ sfgjffiT ’ 
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in the other ? The same word should be used in both the lines, 
either or argtlH, Answer •• There is a difiEerence between 
the two 5 ‘ ’ is for convincing another person ( to4h.); 

8T3HW is for convincing oneself ( ). This statement, 

however, does not seem justified when we remember that 
elsewhere aiswfl is said to be of two kinds, and 

1. 16. 8rT(?ai5 — -Another possible objection : and aTgjTR which are 

for precede and ^ which are for 

Consequently, the second line should be first, and the first 
second. Answer : A book is intended for the reader, and is 
therefore Consequently, and ^ which are 

have been given precedence in the Verse. Another 
answer : &c. The order is intended to suggest 

that ( self-interest ) is dependent upon ( benevolence ). 
This is extracting Ethics out of Logic ! The latter answer, 
says the V rttikara, is given by 'others” ( ' ’ ). Here is one 

more reference to earlier commentators. Recall supra 

“ ” «Sic.— ( f. P. 9. 1. 6. ). 

5?IT. f . ^ &c. — The eight terms contained in the funda- 

P. 11, 1. mental Verse which form the subject matter of the treatise are i 

(1) 5fm, (2) enRimra, (3) fW, (4) ^»n¥tr?f, (5) (6) 

(7) and (8) 

»?IT. SI. — Objection : the study of the the subject 

P. 12. matter of the treatise, is thus the 5(^5r5i,and not the two ^fes, the 
latter being a somewhat remote effect of the work. Answer : It 
does not cease to be a though remote. The work has 
a series of srirrs culminating in the attainment of the final 
goal ( qtiRira ). The final goal, however, should not be placed 
before an ordinary student of Logic ( ). 

— The book has a purpose both for the reader and 
the writer. 

^ &c— Read ar^n% for 

P. 41. bb. aiRira. 

P. 42. a. &c — is included in 
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t. 42. ab, 31^ &c.--Pafijika reads ' ’ for ‘ ’ of the Vrtti. 

It derive? 3 t 4 from ^ — 3T§^=qRt^ — with the Unadi suffix «T. As 
a matter of fact 3 t 4 is a secondary root from the primary 

IT. f. summary. Obviously, Buddhist 

P. 12. 1. 18. Logic does not begin with this Verse. It is rather the 
summary of the earlier Logical Doctrine. 

1.18. This is how the old commentators justify 

the title of given to this Verse. Here is again one 

more reference to earlier commentators ( see supra ). 

r?rT. IT. cliT — Note that the according to the author is not 

PI. 1. 4. the ^ only, but all the three : 

toP2.2,12. (l)>T^5Te. 3TTOJI-. 5?^:, (2) e. (3) 

e. g. 5T«n I and ?s 

[ See 55!TT. n. P. 2. 11 8-12 ] 

corresponding to (1) (2)13 and (3)3^i|?'3i of the Br^hmana 

Nyaya. 

»?TT. St. f. 3T4i|?i: &c. — The description should follow the order of the 
P. 12. enumeration. 

iTT%^T 3^ 35 ^ 0 . and of the Vrtti explained: the former is 
P. 42. the latter . Their relation, therefore, 

is that of the subject and the predicate. 

••^TT. 3. f. ni: — A particular cow may be characterized as 

P. 13. 1. 1. ‘ 8jiwq5(r ’ — ‘ rich in milk.’ Here the guna is the 

feature which distinguishes the particular cow in a herd of 
cows. 

etc. — ‘Which of these cows is rich in milk ?.’ ‘The 
P. 41. black one.’ — Here ‘ black ’ is the distinguishing mark, and 

not ‘rich in milk’. But pointing to a particular cow one may 
say, ‘this cow is rich in milk’ where ‘to be rich in milk’ is her 
distinguishing feature. Thus, the Pafijika discovering a slight 
looseness of thought in the Vrtti justifies it with reference 
to particular circumstances. 
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The Pafijika reads ’Tf: for of the Vritti in etc. 

(p. 13.1. 1) 

??1T. ST. f . ‘ W ’ ( from 'r| , to make manifest ) is that which is mani- 

P. 13. 1. ]. tested or brought to consciousness in the process of inference= 
qiff i, e. the subject ( minor term ) taken with the 
predicate ( major term ). Mark that according to the author 
the ( the probandum ) is not the alone, nor the 
alone, but the as characterized by the <=14 cf- N. P. Vrtti 
p. 15 11. 22-24. “ ^ St UTif 5^55:, ^ ^ ^ 

% cf. “ i 

I re# ffm i 3T«r 

T%r$ I 5?r ait «att ttsfri i 

a at^ I feah I clf 

vnJf>n jurepara ” Pr. Sam. Ch. II. Sanskrit text as read by 
Dr. S. Vidyabhasana (see his H. 1. L. pp. 281-82 note, and quoted 
in the N. Tat-tika, Viz. ed.p, 120). For a full discussion in 
agreement with the view above set forth, see Kumarila’s S’l. Var. 
Anumana Pari vv. 27-51. c/. especially-''^ai^5iiaf«5^ i 

af| watas^a^t i a f%5?ara. aar ajff ttaman i stta 

arsfa tatFa at i ” w. 27-28. The passage in the 

Nyaya-Vartika which discusses Dihnagds statement in the 
Pr. Sam. will be found extracted as Section 9. Fragment F. 
‘What is the Probandum in Inference’, in Randle’s Fragments 
from Dihnaga. 

;?rr. IT. f . afatf|:=(l) [ a|at|: ] ?jaiat [a^'a-] Where 

P. 13. 1. 4. 3®i=3taaa ; i. e., that variety of a|ii^ in which all the parts of 

the compound are included in the sense; or, taking 3»r in its 
p. 42. b ordinary meaning, ata [ a|^itar^a^ ] 3'’i:, ata [ aga^ ] nla^ta 

aa, i. e. that variety in which the qualifying part of the 

compound is included in the sense. Thus, in awiraat aan’ 
are meant all the a'Ss including the aifa ( a'S ). Here 3nfa= 
the first in order ( sjfaw^: ). But in ‘ Taan^ ^q,’ qla is only the 
that is, the distinguishing mark of the particular %a; 
it is not included in the so that is the $a 

adjoining the mountain. Here 3Ti^=near ( aifttra: ) 
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&C.' — This is an important addition to the informa* 
P. 43b tion contained in the N. Pr. and the Vrtti. The Brahmana 
Njdya, as is well known, has five ai^s o£ 'TtrafigtlR, the 
Buddhist not even three, but only two, viz. I 3 and not even 
It may be asked: How can there be without the <1^ ? 
Answer: will come in through and Thus, 

goes out and with it the a%i and the o£ the Brahmana 
logic. Hence, in the Vrtti, “ |g? 2 Pcn: [=^ and the 

two ?SI?cfs, ei'q4<> and ^ ” I 

'm. ST. 1%. Read ^ I I eitR^'cI. 

?. 13. 1. 14. 5? ^ &c. The three ways o£ taking the word ^rw:— in the 
sense o£ (1) (2) »fiq and (3) q>T^. 

P. 13. 1. 18. qii^ Thus explained in the Panjika: it qM 

Here ^ stands £or ^qR!. ( See Panjika. qkm etc.). 
qt%q (1. 16), and q%n?rarn>i (1. 20): Is the correct 
reading or HaR? qtdfra— consciousness o£ the other 

party. qtidaR — The stream o£ consciousness ( according to the 
Buddhist conception of the knower ) of the other party. 
Panjika favours the latter reading, qtdcii^ 

5?n. ST. f . &c. — Here the subject is in plural number, and the 

P. 13. 1. 20. predicate in the singular. The plural is therefore meant to be 
taken in the collective sense, ( ‘ tigf^^RRq V rtti ; ‘ ftfenqrhq- 

q ’-Panjika.) 

1. 23. 3 ^ =q etc.— This is cited as a passage of Dihnaga’s 

occurring elsewhere. 

&c. — This is to be read in continuation of 

P. 43. b the passage explained above. Explanation. — 

It is said elsewhere " R|qf ^qs: i. e. for the 

wise, alone is sufficient as For the ‘3t®3^’(the 

unenlightened ) all the three q^t, ig and ?SIRI together make 
the ?irqq; while, for the ‘ ’ (the enlightened), |g alone should 

suffice. 



14 


WIT. sr. — This is an explanation of “ ?nvR,..'wSf^ ” of 

P. 1. 11. 4-5. the fundamental verse. 

!• ^ <51^ ’ is an ambiguous term : it may mean 

P.13.1.25. (1) causa, that is, the cause which produces the effect; 

thus, #151 is the ) of 3Tf?; or (2) ratio— th6 

reason which reveals the reality; thus, a#!'? is the 

) of a3. It is in the latter sense that the term is here 

used. 

P. 14. 1. 4 &c. — (1) (2)13 and (3) explained etymologically: 

(1) ( from ) = manifested to consciousness of the person. 

(2) li, ( from to go, to know); = that by which something 

is known. (3) = ( from ) = that which carries the ?s 

to the i, e. the phenomenon which serving as an example 
or illustration of the law, carries us to the conclusion, ig-ssisar:— 
a dvandva of la and the two varieties of viz. and 

Hence the plural. 

WIT. ST. f. 3'#! etc.— -The verse is quoted also in Hema-Pramana- 
P. 14. 11. 16 mimansa under shtra II. 1-30. 

qf^flT. The point of each word in the verse is carefully explained 
P. 43. b in the Panjika. 

WIT. SI. f. See Hema. com. on “ III” (Sab. 2.2.1): 

P. 14, 1. 16 " Iw: 351 qt TJaft,! ” 

5?IT. ST. 351 qg: sfitt etc.— The Vrtti has qf3^q|iq'nfli‘lra3qi, probably 

P. 1 the correct reading, for ar35raliq'nrai'llS35Ti of the N. Pr. The 
Mss. of the latter, however, read oillil':! ill qiqq#i: — 

Why should the author have to add this, if the original 
de6nition in which he was free to incorporate it, was his own? 
The words " ^ ” however, do not occur in T', T* and 

Ch. for a discussion of this point see below (note on Panjika 46 a). 

??IT. SI. I . “ ai%5rq|iq>nf|ilis3!n w ’» Definition of qg. 

P. 14.1. 24.all5=aqil'n i%5, ” aflqgq,”— aT5itf n 

15. 1. 1 Objection: The is accepted by both the parties, not its 
the latter being and not fis ( ‘ sfesi ’ ). Answer ; 
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It is ras in the ?SRf. Had it not been so, the inference 
would not have been justified. — " 

” — PaS jika. 

rjjT. !T* f . II ^ 6jrq'^qi?qif| &c.—The fq^q®! here meant is each 

P. 15 !. 10. iqiiq®i, that is, the differentiating term is the definition of q^ 
Thus, ‘ afh^ Riff ’ ( N. Pr. ) excludes the which is araiRS 
and is therefore q^RRf. 

11. 11-12. ar%i^q®iBiRisaqr &c.— that is should be also af^ 
(Would it not be better to read araRf^iq^Ripi in 1. 12. ?). 

Thus, we have three cases all of which have been explained in 
the Panjika by means of illustrations : — 

(1) araRtslq^ e. (j. gt^wr ti5 afa for, the Buddhist 

denies the existence of atrsH though not of 

(2) arai^Ri^ e. g. afe fqqi^i qisq for the Samkhya 

( better to say, the Mimamsaka ) denies the of US, 

though not US itself. 

(3) 3Ta%st¥[q ( both— and °miq®T ) e. g. qls afa 

l€ii^t(qii^q;R®Tr(nRfq; for the Buddhist denies both the 
existence of aUTO^and its character of being the ^Wqt^qjR®! 
of etc. ( Panjika 44 a ). 

S^T. |. a«ft &c. ‘ ’ is there to make it possible for 

P. 15 11 12 3tgqw%5Ri to be brought within the scope of Inference, ’ 

etc. “ i. e. qrf^i the qt^t " tnqqqT?. ” 

qi%^. tqqfeqif^ &c. — (1) gqqfsira^Rq — the siddhanta or thesis which 
P. 44.b. is accepted by all schools of thought. Thus, all agree that there 
are certain aqi®is, such as afq^, by which certain things can 
be proved, e. g. water is a liquid etc. (2) the 

siddhanta of each school, which others refuse to accept. 
For example, the Samkhyas hold that all is eternal, the 
Buddhists that all is non-eternal, and the Jainas that all is both 
eternal and non-eternal, which are thus the of each 

of these schools, and not a that is, one accepted by all. 

(3) — the basic siddhanta which when proved carries 
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other siddhantas with it. For example, the of 3TI3H.is 
an which implies other siddhantas such as 3R3PI: 

and (4)3n^»iJlfe5RI— the siddhanta 

which a person undertakes to prove on his own account. For 
example, such propositions as 

I do not know if the Vrttikara has in 
mind such absurd illustrations as those given in the Panjika. 
Perhaps, all that he probably means in the passage " 

etc.” is that a disputant may for the time being renounce 
his allegiance to his “TO”, and accept the popular, uncritical 
view of a subject and proceed with the debate. The context in 
which reference is here made to viz. the definition 

of 1*9 shows that by it is meant any proposition which one 
desires to prove ( ‘ ’ ). For a meaning of 3r+5'l’n'm%3F3 

other than that given in the Panjika see NyayasStra I. 1-31 
and Vartika thereon, with the Tat- tika in the original and also 
in the English translation of Dr. Jha. It is curious to note 
that while the Panjika mentions and explains the four kinds 
of f^SPrts, the Bauddhas, viz. Dinnaga and others, have criticised 
the whole doctrine as untenable, see Nyayavartika pp. 106-107:’ 
“ isj: ” — to end. Referring to the criticism, the author 

of the Tat -tika says : “ 

”. Dinnaga was the principal critic of the Nyaya- 
sfitras, and most of these criticisms may well have proceeded 
from Dinnaga as the Tat. observes, but perhaps not all. For, 
it should be noted that the Vartikakara distinguishes between 
the criticism of ‘ , ’ and that of ' srq^. ’ Probably all 

were Buddhistic, but not all Dihnaga’s. The author of the 
PaBjikS, however, being a Jaina was not bound to follow the 
Buddhistic critics. Gunaratna, a Jaina commentator of the 
fifteenth century thus illustrates of the Naiyayikas; 

qnHi qllqq^ ii ” following the explanation o£ 

V^tsy&yana. As observed already, in the present context the 
word has to be understood in the much wider sense of any 
proposition which one desires to prove. 
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rVT. f . ^ I In the S'Sstra which the debater avows 

P. 15. there may be numerous propositions asserted in connection 
11. 16-19. with a particular subject, yet for himself he may undertake to 
prove only one of them, which thus becomes the subject of 
his reasoning ( ). Read instead 

of " I ” 

The Pafijitel says that this justideation of ‘ ’ in ■* 

P. 45 a. ’ is gven by Dharmakirti, who is referred to in the Vrtti 

as ' ’. The passage is found in the Nyayabindu of 

Dharmakirti, p. 110s— “ i 

«r4: m ^ ^n«qt ” The passage 

is fully expounded in the Pailjika, and the exposition may 
be compared with the following extract from the commentary 

of Dharmottara ( p. 60 ); si3 

qq!?!: I ^S 5^4 \ I ^ITVRfltl I 

i eT««r i -q 

^ I qT%T ^ ^ ?iwt?f3fe2: Vflf 

I i aw ^fww- 

I I ^*1 qtft* 

tiwwsuftiiww- 

d»R: 1 ^«n f| 'rf; gq ^ i 

a^Jirow^ I eiwi ^ ssiw i »» 

??lt. SI. f . etc.— c/. Nyayabindu p. 110-“ qi^t 

P. 15. ^ etw<^s: I ^ I Jim 

1. 19. ia^st§ii3ra;gTW, ge^a% gr«R^RtwfJwna:’’ 

which is thus explained in the N. B. Tika ( p. 59 )••— 

“ ^35 SW^PiB: I 3^ I Sjq, 

^ ^a^s 1 q^T?OTw^aw*lw 

gi 1 3 3i«R^qlf^ I TOTSR^ T3f?8 giw^iqli . 

> 3|?(T|^T% I I ^S- 

?pq^qi§qi| I ^i^Tcqn i 5|fa i 3 grw^^a- 
fttlt gi^qi^isfeqnwiquti i i Jia: «WJ#nffirf|^jRi: 


3 
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*nf5ir fjnjf ^4. . <— ‘C/. ^ fefH \ 

P. 45a. 0% f^«I5WI €^!i: I rc«R. I 3 iraf^l «f^i^ 

f%^^0ret*r#3q*ra: ^wtfq «i ^#g: Kiq^i^- 

( N.B. Tika pp. 60 - 61 ) 

P. 45 ab ST^ = 31 ... Here (Vrtti p. 15 1. 20) qualifies 

^?aT5flWiei: ’. ' I3 is that which is meant as a ‘ even i£ 
it be unproved ; it is not on that account a unless it is again 
itself made a subject of proof (“JJ". 

31 3tM: f# *1# 1. 

W 5 I^SSRI^fs 3Rn%5^: gPTSRI?®! 5RI Sfil- 

gjHfliigqjiRm I " Pafijika ). 

P. 45 b 3»*nf|5I »TraT^: &c— This is a note on ‘ '?«St: ’ of Vrtti. 

The 31^ need not be mentioned expressly as a ‘ ’ even in a 

'W«ll3’lW; it may be so even by implication. A 3fl»W is put forward 
as a 9NR in Inference ( i, e. I5 as a ) in the hope that it will 
be accepted as unquestionably true by the opposite party. But it 
may npt be so accepted, in which case it at once becomes a 
t. e. by implication. There is no such thing as an absolutely 
fixed 3ti*q or 3iTSH. cf. Nyayabihdu (p. 111,14.): 

3iiu?(gqj2f3a rei^'sgar gisgwsN 3n«rei3[f^^3«i3i 
I W 3f«n^s; OTRHRIW^ra ” II 

'11^'n^. =1^ 51 ^%?)% — Id connection with N.Pr. P. 5 1. 8. 

P. 45.b. Vrtti P. 28, Pafijika p. 61 b. 

ri3in<l.i3*raTe^ &c.— Note this final form of the definition of qg or 

P. 45 b. 3n^:— •*' sig ^ 

S3dR>l«i 3ii ” I 

sin. B. f. ^ ^ 3n^:— To sum up : is to be defined as " «rd- 

P.15 11.21- njff » [ cf. N.Vartika : . p. 108-9. “ saTq5fh?^^f«il?tfl 
24 ^•■” 3, a definition which is further explained as involving 

the follwing consequences: — “ clci^ ^ «Rqi5I«l; ?! w sf 3^31^- 
pqH; *1 =^ [See above p. 12. Note on Rl. s. f. P. 13 1. 1 

etc. and the passage quoted from S’l. Vart. The Nyayabindutika 
(P. 24 ) thus discriminates: “ 3T^ ^35^ 3R5i 

5 3fnq5#lf^^I% ugqiqisgflq:; 3 wfs^q: I ” 
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srfiH «ii etc. Explanation of 

P. 45 b 

WIT. SI. f . ewraw: 5 K: etc— ‘TJddyotakara criticises this as follows: *' 

P. 15. 1. 25 515? 5R?#(i4 If%5«ki5h I ci?piii.i 

fqr%i^%l?prfsfftJF^ i 3?iiw grsn i ” 

( N. Vart. p. 113 ). Similarly, Kumarila : “ amifrai g 5i5?i^s 

I fq^SngHIJRt: I ^ f| snroi fiw SR^^qjpj^ I 

HRi^ ^f5Rf% I S’l. Var. An.P, vv 59b-61a 
which is thus explained by’ Parthasarathimis’ra in his 
commentary Nyayaratnakara :•— 3(5f^wiul?n|<«ili|-.yiRi 
:i flfail? 5K5? JTSinsW stmiRTf?, 

«ii^ 5i5?fi^ m *n*r: 

^ ? I aitf 51 5i???r»naii ^ira^icira j f% i ^ i ?i*?fi5i5q 

qr 5WCT«55rm?HTW, 

g <sm':n?fi'S5i^5ra^wri?!jg5il5T5l i ^ i sfcilsgmjpr^ siupwii i 
}i^ ^1 qm !ii5ds«n?»i-. sg| a^fguisn^^r: ii” 

•sif%?»T. etc.— This is Pars' vadeva’s note on “#5nw5l?:a 

P. 46a. which occurs in the Sanskrit text of the Nyaya-Praves’s 
but is not to be found in the Tibetan and Chinese translations 
( T'. T*. Ch ). The same would seem to be the reading of 
the N.Pr. according to Haribhadrastiri. Here P&rs'vadeva 
perceives a difficulty: — If " Sc^^rRira??: ” is a part of the 
originaj definition, ‘ 51 ^ ’ is evidently superfluous and 

therefore a wrong reading and yet Haribhadra reads it. 
He solves the difficulty by informing us that as a matter of 
fact the original definition of the sutra of the ' ^W4s ’ did 
not contain the word ' 5l?5r?ira%3:,’ but this glaring defect was 
supplied by the ( Dharmakirti ), and consequently 

Haribhadrasfiri should be here taken to be explaining the sutra 
with the vartika, that is, the original definition as amended by 
the critical commentary. Now, if this be a statement of fact 
based upon tradition and not a mere hypothesis set up 
in order to overcome a difficulty ( and his language shows that 
be himself believed it as a fact ) it is plain that " sRqtjnd^ 



18 a later addition, which at first was perhaps 
only a marginal note and afterwards got embodied in the 
text by two stages' — first with the words “ ^ ” retained 

as a reminisoence of the addition as in the Sanskrit Ms., and 
afterwards dropped as in the Tibetan and Chinese copies, when 
the addition was finally accepted as an integral part of the defi‘ 
nition. On the other hand, in support of the reading of T', T’ 
and Ch— which have " ” only, without " ^ 

it may be urged that the author of the Nyaya-Praves’a is fully 
aware of the necessity of the proviso " as is clear 

from his paragraph dealing with [vide 

and could not, therefore, have omitted* 
the word in the definition. But in answer to this it may be 
noted that “ ” is after all hot the essence of the 

thing, but only a proviso to exclude 'l^WHs, and consequently 
there should be little surprize if the older definitions did not 
contain this word. And as a matter of fact we know, on the 
authority of Uddyotakara and Vacaspatimis’ra, that they did 
not. Vacaspatimis’ra attributes one such-'i^ to 

Vasubandhu, vide his comment on the paragraph of the Vartikg 
on N. Sutra I. 33 criticising the definition and 

the same with “ " added: — “ ^ 

I ?tStT !T: ^§^-55^ 

y*lwdb)i«irRft 1 ” Now, as recorded by 

Krs’vadeva, the " that is Dharmakirti, the well-known 

VSrtikakSra of Dinnaga, may have introduced the words 
" ” into the text of the Nyayapraves’a^ 

but he was not the first to perceive the necessity of the 
proviso. Uddyotakara, who was an elder contemporary of 
if not distinctly earlier than Dharmakirti, quotes a Buddhistic 
definition of which contains the required proviso: thus, 

*' qejt Dr. Randle rightly attributes 

this fragment of a Kftrika to DinnSga, and surmises that it 
might be from the third chapter of his PramSnasamucchya. 
Qatmde the Buddhist drcle, the proviso occurs in the 
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NySySratSra* of Siddhasena DivSkara, a Jidna writer, (who 
lived in the sixth century A. D.) according to Dr. Satischandra, 
but in the latter half of the seventh a little after Dharmakirti — 
according to Jacobi ), and in its germ it can be traced 
to VatsySyana Bhasya of the N. Sutras.f It would 
thus appear that long before Dharmakirti, Dihnaga had 
modified Vasubandhu's definition " ” into 

“ " and if the old definition was 

still repeated in substance in the H. Fr. it was only out of 
deference to the ‘ and further because the addition was 

not essential and could easily be taken as understood. This is 
the only way in which I can reconcile the ‘‘ 

” of the Sanskrit mss. with the omission of " # 
in the Tibetan and the Chinese. There is one point, however, 
in which I hesitate to accept the statement of Pars'vadeva. I 
do not think it was Vartikakara’s criticism which was in- 
serted in the Nyayapraves'a in the words 

” and this mixture of Sutra and Vartika was commented 
upon by Haribhadra. For, in that case we should have found 
Vartikakara’s other criticisms also similarly attended to. I think 
“ was introduced by Buddhists to meet 

Uddyotakara’s criticism that ” was 

in conflict with 'Wf wuRgftg:” which does not contain the last 
word of the former. Consequently in restoring the 

original text of the N. Fr. not only ‘ # as in T', T». 

Ch. but the whole set of words amttq: ” 

should be dropped. 

To sum op our examination of the tradition recorded 
by Pars’vadeva : — 

1 . Dharmakirti may be responsible for “ 

but he was hot the first to perceive the necessity of the 
addition. 

2. Dinnaga has defined ‘"ig’ elsewhere in the Pramana- 
IJkmucchya with the additional word. 

• “ wrwrf5^: «r?T: ” NyayavatJra v 14a. 

I “ »trnn*ITW: ” w:— N. Bh. p. 9, 
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3. The same, however, is not done in the N. Pr., which must 
be due to the author’s respect for his ‘ •pNr^s, such as 
Yasubandhu. Ihe N.Praves'a would thus appear so be 
earlier than the P. S. 

4. The Tibetan and Chinese reading fits in well with 

Dinnaga’s view expressed in the P. S., but if we accept 
it as the original reading of the N. Pr. we are faced with 
the insoluble problem — how the Sanskrit Mss and commen- 
taries came to read — “ # ” 

5. The whole set of words “ ” was a 

later insertion in the N, Pr. done in order to meet 

the criticism of Udd\i»otakara who pointed out that 

Vasubandhu’s definition of differed in this res^iect from 
Dinnaga’s. 

WIT. JI. f . arfjR^T: ^ Our text of a reads “ i%3r; 

P16, 1. 4 ” 

„ 1.5 4)51^:... The doctrine of is popularly 

associated with the Mimarhsaka; for generally every work of 
his school has something to say in support of it. But the 
Vaiyakarana holds a similar view, although from a motive 
somewhat different from that of the Mirnamsaka; to the 
Vaiyakarana, is the god of his science; to the Mirnamsaka the 
ideal is and with him is not being the creation 
or revelation of any such being as God. It is diflBcult to say 
in which of the two schools, the doctrine originated, perhaps 
it arose independently in both. The doctrine is also ascribed^ 
sometimes, to the Ssiiiikhya. This, however, could be justified 
only as a corollary from his which, is a much more 

comprehensive doctrine. 

' WIT. !• ‘A kl, that is a good should possess three forms, or 

P 16. 1. 6 conditions of its validity : (1) (2) and 

(3) To these, the Brahmana IfySya adds two 

more*. ( 4 ) and ( 5 ) , which the 

Buddhist would regard as guaranteed by ' ’ of the 

definition of q^. 

P.16, 1,7 5151 The etymology of the wood %’ connected yntl? 
its function- 
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Sf. f. possessed o£ a three-fold nature. 

P. 16, 1. 8 '?^Rl^...Here ‘ stands for the '?t% alone, that is the whole 
P. 16, for the part ( ^tg^pntRRra; ). The reader will remember that 
11.12-15 the whole is ( see **11.51.1. P 16,11. 21-23 and 

note thereon ). 


P 46. ab 


tf q The Pafljika introduces a different 

kind of — which is not given in the text or the Vrtti. A 

i^, it says, is of three kinds: (1) that is the very being or 
essence of the e.g. ' This is a tree, because 

it is a sims^apa’ ( a species of tree. ) ’ (2 ) ' ^l4’, that is, tb© 
efeci of the e. g. ‘ sn'ittq There is fire because 

there is smoke’; and (3) stgqwJi, that is, non-perception which 
leads to the inference of absence, e. g. ‘ a^fi^ 
afWi3'R5i%f^ ’ — q3 which should have been found at a particu- 
lar place is not found there and therefore the inference is that it 
does not exist there. For these three of the Middle Terms and 
subdivisions of the third kind see Dr. Vidyabhiissana’s H. I. L. 
pp. 311-12 ; see also Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu Pariccheda II, 
and Dharmottara’s Tika thereon:- ^i'^1 q t atgqaitq: 

Ig; *l«n I 

^ir3[ra '■ stq I I afa^g: i ” 


The inferential character of these three kinds of |g has been 
thus shown in the N. Bindu “ ^wrasifcisFq f| uqqg I 

I € qtgrorqicRflg 

I 1 qqlqWf tpngqsssjj: , 

It will be noticed that in the ?Wil|g the relation between Ig 
and ?n**T is that of species and genus, and consequently^ 
essential ; in the ^4|g it is causal ; and in the 8tgq55l5«^ 
the argument is from one negation to the other. The distinction 
between and is a valuable contribution of the 

Buddhists to Indian Logic. Cf. “ The nature of these laws 
(of connection) is further made explicit by the division of the 
syllogism on the', basis of the relations of identity, cause and 
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negation. It is impossible to ignore the prindple underlying 
this division: it corresponds to a classification of judgement 
based on the relation of subject and attribute, first into 
positive (Fj'dAj) and negative (Anupalabddhi=pratisedha), while 
the positive judgement is then divided according as it is based 
on identity i. e. is analytic (Svabhavanumana), or is based on 
causality, empiric (Karyanumana). Reduced to a Xantian 
form we can recognize, without too much pressing, the ideas 
a priori of substance and attribute, being, non-being, identity 
and cause, a list which has sufficient affinity with the Kantian 
categories to be more than a mere curiosity of speculation.... 
The division of the syllogism in this way is not recorded of 
Dignaga and by Sures’vara is expressly attributed to Dharma- 
kirti. This view is confirmed by a passage from Dharma- 
kirti quoted by Cridhara, where it is said : ‘ The rule according 

to which there exists an indissoluble connexion between ideas 
or objects does not arise from observation or non-observation, 
but from the laws of causality and identity, which have a 
universal application. There is of course nothing inconsistent 
here with the view of Dignaga, which rather acquires greater 
precision by the new matter thus added.” Keith’s 1. L. A. 
p. p. 102-103. 

and are the enunciations of 

«iTi% and respectively. Cf. “ jnsi 

f^aqi i i ” N. Bindu II. 

i. e, the ij^rs of and 

&c. — Derivation of RR from *1+^ ( unadi termination ). 

46 b ^ ?RifSt...&c. (1 ) the consists of the 

alone; ( 2 ) it consists of '^4 alone; and ( 3)q^- 

— ( not sraqfe — but 3qg|R- ) qq^, it consists of the 
whole, and together, q)Rn®«i%...The reason for 
this is that when you are giving the ^5 or the q^w, you are 
predicating it of the bare and not of the as 

possessed of the 'qq ( ); for, the '41% with the is yet 

unproved. If the w were understood to be in the where 





would be the necessity of the |g ? ( ‘ apt 

&c.— Construe 

and etc. as two separate 

series of — and Igs. 

Ac. — No. For, w u# ?! ?ii 

Therefore, I355^5i srnl 

f| &c. The whole q^ consists of two parts : 

and «f4 — of which it is only the former with which 
the I 3 ( ) is to be construed. 

51 gi«!juiq>ii: &c. — The gi«l part of the ^^3,— viz. — is 
P 47 a consequently not the when the I 3 is predicated of it. 

&c. — The amn is illustrated in the and in the 
cspa the ?naf )part of the qej, and not the arifK-( )part 
enters into theanig. Read aii(aq 5 iii^B..,q rag: 1 
Read “ sRi qq q^qf^tfgqrqlsw 5 qil^foiq;t^ ^ q^, cp^ 3 pig. 1 

€2r^ Igaff^ qa: I ” 

giarq^^qsi^siq &c. — The gM is the qg as predicated of the 
qfiH , and thus the two taken together. 

The whole position is thus summarized in the following 

quotation: “ fiqsq q^3 q^ qtqfg^qq; aii%qqi ; Ol«qf^ 

gg|q>i n ” 

52n. JI. f. gq^ q^qgms^: — q^®Bg»i: — gq^ and are defined 
P 16. 11 14. in the text of the Nyaya-Praves’a P. 1 , 11. 11 - 12 , and 
16. 11 12-13. 

L 14. f#R[. gfqg%5q giflpqq giq: — The point of ‘ gigp^q ’ is thus 

explained in the Pailjika (P 47a):— “qg gq^ gvqgf^cqfiRflq |dt 
^ ?«r gq^ 1 qgr g qr?gqi%5taiFf giapqfilPi g:siqgii?gqt|5Rr^ 
i agiitsggqifq ggqiq: tguf—gigt^^g giq s gq^sf^qgl qi 
sjianqgi-tgm^^iRrKR: gfqfg? Wl ”, that is to say, the 

second condition, gq^ g^ggi, does not require that all the circum- 
stances of the SSR! ( gq? ) need exist in the q^ also. To expect 
that would be to deny the possibility of Inference altogether. 
All that is necessary is that we should distinguish between 
essential and un-essential mrcumstances, that is, circumstances 


4 



which amoant to necessary oonditioas, and those that do not. 
In this connection, the Brahmana logicians have elaborated the 
doctrine of and ^4. (see Tarkabbm: section on 
which is defined as again being defined 

as 3qi/^a:.) 

!1. 1 . 1^^ =^?lW3rThis is the third condition of a good I 3 . &c. — 

P. 16 in ( N. Pr, P 1, 1. 9). For ‘raww:’ of the 

11. 15-17 Vrtti, the Pafljika reads and explains it. 

5?n. ST- f . I gqg 

P. 16,1. 18. The rigid rule applies to only, that is to say, a good 
la should be absent from all flT^s, that is, cases where tn'Jf 
47 b. is not ; a similar universality does not belong to for, 

it is not necessary for a good ^ to be found in all the tW^s 
e. g. ( to be produced by a volitional effort ) is 

not expected in all ^I'l^s, that is, things which possess 
a lightning, for example, is not and is yet 

3Ti%!r--In 5f. I p. 16, I. 19, read “ 

( instead of t?«i5?iaif|q^...)w[$f^6qTlq5irsfq gRi%ra 

WIT. ST. defined. 

Pi. ^flqqttfpqt &c. — See Note on this subject given below. 
11. 10-11 — Vrtti on the definition of ^iqsj given in the 

??IT. f. Nyayapraves’a. ?iqg: = ?wi^: q^: [ gniflis^: ?iq^: I tWR: g? 5 it ^s?fr 
?. 16, 1. 23 waif|:, q$q Fjf g srail: q^ 3q^wa,— Pafljika i. e. the word 

‘ q«j ’ being secondarily applied to the latter is called ?iq«? 
i. e. ^TflR: qg:— Panjika ]. 

wrr. n. I , qi ^imrsq t 

P 16 11. g?q eniq:=g5wqqft^: ‘ aoJ; ’ in w?iqls4: 

24-25 (NPr.)=^f|:, ‘ q 3 q^JRlsiq^’ — which is thus explained in the 

P I 11. 1-2 Pafljika q 3 qq5mi5ttT I ^ RI^- 

gwstRTfqsirfil^q qRmt'mfq^jRqw:; it should be a reality and not 
a mere word, that is to say, a fiction. 

StTT. JI. f. am^qH|?qt-Two ways of taking gW (1) 

P. 17, 1. 3. JlRf^ ?qi. 3. I. P. 16, 1. 23), and (2) aw^qqiTfWn 

‘ 3q=qR|Wfi ’ in both the cases, because the primary 
meaning of tpq is stdl. 
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P. 47 b 


5?n. SI. f 

P. 17, 1. 

47 b. 


SHI. SI. f. 

P. 17,1. 7. 
11 10 - 11 . 

P. 48 a 

y?iT. SI. 1 . 

P. 17, 1. 14 


PUT. SI. 1 . 
P. 17, 

11. 17-20. 
P. 17, 
11 , 21-22 


a?t ?rr8farr^ etc.— [ stftftRTO; ] <14^ [ «m4:i 

SI 3 vr4>iri4^g^Jiff% : &c. By aq^it, ?n«i may be used either 

for <14 or for >11^, in the former case ?ri«m4 will be a ^4«rR?r 
( ?imralr St4af ); in the latter, it will be a «t4: ) 

cf. “ ?n<Jf?^4iir^5«i i ?iiw?3fi^^.” 

Read “ argq#^ g !?4f4r?ltr >tri§: ” 
t 

»ig Hi'!?f«r4?iwis^w...Thi8 is said with reference to the word 
‘ ?n«!ra4niin^ ’ occurrinj^ in the definition of in the 
N. Praves’a. ??l«3Pi4?rmis4si ?iWis!!r:=ai«sr?4JT^i4 ^roPi!, and not 
%#si ?wtsi*. ; for, the similarity may extend to several 
other points also, although as a matter of fact for the purpose 
of the particular reasoning they may be excluded. 

' ’ is an obvious misprint for ‘ ’ 

Read ttr«isifaf5?4iiV for = invariably aooom- 

panied by. ti^=?ii'isi4ih. 

siitq# &c.=3simiw^i3 5Jn'-m»tra:=«T«n*irain;?it'ii5in=iH; ( s»ir. si. |. 

ll. 13-14.) 

tlt5i4 &c — The Vrtti explains why in the SJII. si. 

the 3RJl«lTf4 was not enunciated in connection with the ^ll^, 
while the sJiRR^s^liiH is enunciated in connection with the 
1%^, ( Jirai4 ?2 «i«ri«iiiiinli where R<4=i^^^RiTOt and 

3Tffl^=fg^iqntT^3) the reason being that the former is simple, 
while the latter is somewhat intricate. 

ani%ci...f3^ explained ( Pafljika ) 

snr^: — &c — ^5Pf?ti5p^RlJr?cW explained. 

In 51. f. 1. 19 for 3113: read 35Rtl sira: 

Read «q|#iif^d4 ?iiqj|g4«nsq4^ 

The §[3>i|g is a^r^nqs^^tTOsi. Its peculiarity 
is that it is that is to say, it exists in 

some ti^^s only: for example, a lightning (^fg) isatf^ but 
not 5iq?iT!is?i^r!i^, that is, produced by a volitional effort 
( ^31# «HqRs ); and yet it is a good |g, as good as this ( 

) m. 
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This passage of the Pa!ijil» in the Mss. available to us is very 
P 45 a much mutilated. It contains an interesting point regarding 
as predicated of ( the minor term in 
515^'rsHw: y. Are all 5Rs ? No. 

Sometimes the 5R may be produced by the natural blowing 
of the wind. 

??rT. SI. f . Read M I 3 : 'W: 1 

P 17 ‘ ’ has two functions; and (1) swtu- 

11. 22-25 is illustrated by ‘ 4% tp, ’ which means that % is a 

ciF? at?? JirstaTaJi 1 

3J5I ^rsra: [ Read a^iRR instead 

of sqPTSIl# JfSlI I S15I ft ^ «l 5 pM 

i%nfta at tr^ra 

'7^rJawa;^^j?i5ifiTOnqa (2) aR^bi- 

is illustrated by ‘ w wl «ig4^J’ which means-;!!^ 
is the only 

Devabhadrashri, the commentator of Siddharsigani’s commen. 
tary on Siddhasena-Divakara’s NyayavatSra, notes three 
meanings of 1 

: — 

spiW ^ I 

5W%5»i% H 

qmr w it 

r?n. SI. f. The effect of in the present case is (1) to exclude the four 
P.17,1.24 kinds of 3Tf^5|cm*ira and also sT«ratt®i— by sTWainpsdq, and 
P. 17,1.25 (2) to exclude the nine |5^*jres — etc.— by aT?q^qgq q=^ . 
P. 18 , 1. 1 For explanation see PanjikS P 48 b, 49 a; — 

3?^i: «qiq^ 1 As regards 

it points out; — aa: gqgf%frPi. ftqgifRwiftq [ Read 
ftq^iffti® for TTOf%o ] =q 13 ^ q^q^ sqqf^^ 1 q 

5q^^%: [Read gq^'^g^u instead of ?fq^^! ] 
afftlTflf# qtjw^ g^iqi eta; 

ecJffq qf^ n#ra. After 

explaining apwmsqq^^ as ftq^il ?l| , it 

points ont the effegt of ^ according: to this second meaning 
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of ipi!— qw \ aissa g ^rrt^RR 

T%jmt% 5nT% ^eifKpi^TrafPft wgfl^ qi4 

?Rrsai^lnsjR%^r »iwcflfa ] 

5?n. SI. f. ^ Reference to in the text of the 

18, 11. 1 2, N. Praves’a P. 1, 1. 14. 

Objection : If it is confined to wig, it is not even in ig I 
Answer: Not so. About qg, there is no question. (*i; 
sTJR'irimiwng: ; ” Vrtti 1. 3 where °q«nR«i<i> 

is a misprint for 

„ P. 18 qtr4 f|cr% Reference to f^g in the text of the 

11 3-4. N. Praves’a P. 1, 1. l4. 

„ 1. 5. 3Tsq*r»lf^'i4t: Panjika reads g, but one can read s) as well. The 
latter seems preferable. A quotation is cited ( ^ ) which 

says that even if only one of the two— and ig 

mentioned, it can very well imply the other . 

iirafiT gaw &c. — ti’ig implies and yet 

P, 49 a. it is separately mentioned to show that in debate the latter 
may be set forth also. A more serious point which the 
PaQjika raises is grounded on the difference between the case of 
) and ?T4fg ( ‘cig?ifg’ ) on the one hand and 
3Tgq?5fi<i^ ( ‘ ’ ) on the other. In the case of the 

first two, only one of the two «Jfif^s — and should 

be enunciated ( st^i^ »( 

Straff I *Rt ( =s^l>i: ) 

5wig 5'5fi: i) 

sin. H. f. &c— Reference is to gif^ in Ig: of N. Praves’a 

P. 18, 1. 7 Pi, 1. 15. The or the predicate to be proved of the minor 

term may be aiRcJi, etc, because the science of Logic has been 
P 49 b cultivated by the Buddhists in order to prove eartain funda- 
mental truths of Buddhism, such as g^ic>l 

[ ‘Aniccam’, 'Dukkham’, ‘Anattam’ ] 51 1? etc— the four 
‘an^gc^is’ or ‘Noble Truths’ of Buddhism are well known: 
these are ( 1 ) g:gr ( ’ ) ( 5 ) *ng and ( v ) wilg. ( See 

Rhys David’s “American Lectures on Buddhism” Pp 136-138.) 
i. e. the Noble Truths concerning (1) Sufferings (2) the Origin 
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?qT. 

P.1, 1.15. 
to P.2,1. 6. 


sr. f. 
P 18. 

1 . 8 . 


5?rf. sr. f. 

P. 18, 
11. 11-20 


»!n. s?. f. 

P. 18, 
11, 20-25 


of Buffering, (3) the Destruction of Buffering and (4) the Way 
which leads to the destruction of Bufterring. Gu^ratna, a 
Jaina like the author of the Pafijika, has thus summarised the 
Buddhist doctrine: 

51^ I cI5J TOiqr^I5l^?6n %r5IT^:...g 

f i i 

ui^T: I f^:i?irwi ” 

&c— The |:^5q is based upon the following ^s 
(1) , (2) (3) si5jf3Ta:, and (4) 

&c. Mallavadin, the author of Dharmo* 
ttaratipanaka, a gloss on Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutikft. 

ssT^ai ^i%f: — ?8iJa is of two kinds — (1) that based on dis- 
similarity, and (2)that based on — dissimilarity — (l)‘homo- 
geneous’ and (2) * heterogeneous ’ as Dr. Vidyabhusana 
renders the two terms. The meaning of the text is plain. 

?? aS The word ssi^a from ?3 and at^a means that which 

being observed ( ?3 da; ) carries the point at issue to the 
conclusion ( apa ). The ?3i'a is thus * sdi^iiqdsti, ’ and convert® 
the lasiaiid ( difference ), if there be any, into da^a (unanimity) 
^sn%q#— ( Pafijika ). 

diqfJ^Si &c — dtqtq and q'q4 derived and explained, ‘ ?3i?a'qf^; 

di [=q^ ] dr^qdPWd^srq^a [ =di«idniia$r: d: d^siaditfa ] 

di^ dididg-^dcl ’--Pafijika. ( N. Pr. ) = iqddidiq (Vrtti)= 

trar. ( Pafij. ); (N. Pr.) = dddd (Vritti)=dRiRar 

53 : ( Pafij. ). 

alwqiai: (ri. s. f. 1. 14) — Pafijika reads aiid^ and explains; 

«i3idl. As regards the uses of diw and ?3i^ the 
Pafijika observes : '' dlRlRdR pisqtiHddddld: dldRSSPdT q^RSd: I 
aidSRli'cTOf dl'-^dldiq %l*d?SIfd # I 

qiddlfaPddt: ^q dtq< I ” 

d Is^ddidi &c.— The point raised is this : In ds^sidcd: 
the Sima with the ld*dS8Pd runs as dl^ ddfcW ?e 
ddl«wfiT% ( See N. Pr. P. 2, 11 3-4) But is there anything 
which is ‘ ’ with the Buddhists ? The answer is: idfddt 

}8 to be understood m ^ifdidididid: and sifd^cd as fd^idFdl^f: 
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II. f . 

P. 19, 
11. 1-4 


wn. n. 

P. 2, 
11. 7-12. 


Hence the passage in the N. Pr. There is no real such as ^ or 
according to the Buddhists, awRi is not a reality: g 
s*n^ It will be noticed that if the Buddhists 

had originated their own system of Logic, such proposition 
as ’nW’T would not have been employed. 

It is obvious, therefore, that they erected their system upon the 
foundations laid by the BrShmanas. 

m-. tiTH etc. Read m ?mmi i i. e. 

is nothing but the awra of that is and this 
is nothing separate from it is an aspect of *n?, and not any 
independent reality. [ ^ g ^ ]. Cf. 

the view of the S''ahkara Vedanta which is the same. 

&c.— ftRT according to the Buddhists is only a 
negation of the latter alone being the reality. 

The reading JRli m |i%— that is, m instead of 

would be in accordance with the Buddhist doctrine of ‘ sfitf ’ 
which makes the nature of every *n«t consist in 

Each of the three^q^,5gand ?siffi-is 
to be here understood not as single terms but as propositions. 
Hence, g. »rf^Rr: 5i^:;lg=lg( i. e. e. g. 

fttq)Rtra; *, e. ?gRi=i8Ra( i e. and ) 

fqJiH e. g. ?g «T«ti and ) 

These three propositions are otherwise 
known as ‘ the three argqqs’ or parts of one whole, namely, the 
Inference. ‘ ’ is a word of the Nyayasutra of Gotama. 

( spftsqqqi by the older-Brahmana-logicians ). 

(1) Note that this formal process of Inference is found 'qtawiqsi- 
qqls, ’ that is, when one attempts to convince another by 
reasoning ( = ' ’ ). (2) Note that the old logicians placed 

the predicate before the subject in the or while- 

the later Naiyayikas reverse the order, cf. Vatsyayana in the N. 
Bhasya has sr^iRf: 3tqf^<65qig, while later Nyaya treatises 

such as g^Riq^t etc. have (3) Note^® is 

otherwise called q^Rl^® (4) Note that the ssi^a® includes sapg 
proper as well as «in%s; not only but wt 

and similarly, not only an^tqPl, but €g q«n®RW[. 
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It is not the in itself that proves, but as an observed 
particular of a general proposition that proves. Hence the 
‘ ’ like the ‘ ’ of the Brahmana NySya, includes 

*nfH. This is supposed to be an original contribution of 
Buddhists to Indian Logic which later Brahnaanas adopted 
in their own system. Compare, however, 

also “eiRcit: 5K: 3T3?Tl^5B#l^ — 

Vatsyayana’s N. Bhasya 1. i. 34-35. 

SI. f. — This should be read with the preceding “ 3^:1: 

P. 19 1. 5. Of the three q^, I 3 and the q« is the central 

object towards which the and the ?aRl are directed. 

&c. — This ‘ ’ of ‘ >^t 48’ goes as far back as 

the terminology of the Nyayasutra of Gotama. 

iaq^sgqq: qqqq— lixplanation of ^iq^nqqqqq;. 

P. 50ab. I^qtra: Let us note that while «qii% is the objective fact of 
the pervasion of one real by another real, aigqq is the subjective 
process of tracing a universal truth through a number of 
particulars. Wf: — i. e. the three collectively, 
and none singly, catf prove the proposition. 

??IT. SI. qgivrt^t:— ‘'Ch. appears to read ‘ eM- (or grqq-) q^tiw’ while T 

P. 2. 1, 13. reads ” ( N. Pr. Part II p. 14. Comparative Notes ), 

Explain : q: q^s tRqiqiq’ Note that here q^ is already 

shown to be not only the minor term (qq! ) but the proposition 
in which the major term is predicated of the minor vrtft). 

If you read tnqsq^qiq:, explain it thus: qiqRfq: q: q^; 

riFnqra: Note that ‘ siqq ’ is not only the I 3 or Igqqq but 
‘ q^i%qqift qiqqqi’. ‘ qi«qMq: ’ of T’ is as shown above not a good 
reading. Of course, q^ is and consequently q^iqtq is tn«qiqRT; 
But this creates confusion, unless the word qR is restricted 
to qfij and is throughout used as a synonym of qg. 
The fallacies of q^ are also known as fallacies of afqflT, ( See 
Bhamha’s KavySl. ) 

stn. ff. — Recall ‘ qt^q^tra*.’ in the defintion of q^ (N. Pr. 

P. 2, 1. 13 p. 1 7.). The PSfljika notes in this connection: qiqfqg^ ?c!p|q 
to P. 3, 1. 7. ( Pafij. P 50 b ). 
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??n. ST. f. The Vrtti pomts out that even if the so-called satisfied the 
remaining part of the definition- sn%qt qjff etc-it would be 
P 50 b if it was 

?qi. q. f. — Not simply opposed or contrary to, but dis- 

P. 19, 1.19. proved by. For “ read ' i q^flro: i ” 

1. 23 51 g^: . . means 

the ^ determined by thus, for example, when we speak 
of a f3q of paddy, what we really mean is paddy of a certain 
weight or measure, viz. ‘f sq.’ 

wn. q. f. The Vrtti points out, somewhat meticu- 

P. 19,1. 24. lously, that in all such names as ' ’ etc. we are to 

qf^qiT. understand 5Rq^5trer5qq-lqt5 etc, that is to say, the f^iq arises 
P. 50 b not from the pramftna a?qej etc, but from the fact which is 
disclosed thereby. 

wn. q. — There are nine kinds of Fallacious Theses ( q^*n^i ) 

P. 2. 1. 14. (l) A thesis is contradicted by Perception ( ‘ ’ ) e. 

to 5i5q; — ‘ Sound is inaudible. ’ 

P. 3.1. 5. (2) A thesis contradicted by Inference ( ‘ * ) g. 

qs; — ‘A pot is eternal’ is contradicted by the inference 
‘A pot is non-eternal, because it is a product.’ 

(3) A thesis contradicted by one's own doctrine ( ‘ anqqi^ ’ ) 

e. g. A Vaisesika undertaking to prove ‘ f^q: ’ — ‘sound 

is eternal.' 

(4) A thesis contradicted by public opinion ( ‘ 55lqi%5 *) e^g, 

“ gfq qtm:?qra aioqiqqra; "—‘A ( dead ) man’s 

skull is pure ( not untouchable ), because it is a limb of 
an animate being; as, for example, a conch or a shell. Now 
according to public opinion the former is regarded as 
untouchable, though not the latter. 

(5) A thesis contradicted by one's own statement ( ‘tqqqqf^’ ) 

e. g. ‘ mqi q^t ’—‘My mother is childless.' This 
proposition is self-contradictory. But it is not clear 
whether a statement which contradicts one’s former 
statement will come under this head. Of course, if the 
former statement amounts to a doctrine it 'will be classed 
as ‘ ' but not otherwise. 
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(6) A thesis whose* predicate is unacceptable e. 

while arguing with a Saihkhja, a Buddhist taking his 
stand ,011 such a proposition as 'Sound is perishable < 
( Ira: ^ # ) The predicate in is 

denied by the Samkhja. (rather, Mimarhsaka) Dr. Satis- 
chandra Vidyabhusana rightly observes: ‘‘Sound is a subject 
wellknown to the Mimmasaka, but not to the Samkhya.”— -I 
would slightly change the language and say: that sound is 
imperishable is a wellknown doctrine of the Mimathsaka) 
not so much of the S&rhkhya. 

(7) A thesis whose subject is unacceptable ( ) e. g. 

while arguing with a Buddhist, a Samkhya taking his 
stand on such a proposition as ‘A self or ego is spiritual’ 
( ‘ 1)5 afa siiiRfa ’ ). The existence of the subject 

-viz. sfRiPIr-is denied by the Buddhist. 

Dr. Vidyabhusana calls (6) ‘a thesis of an unfamiliar 
minor term’, and (7) ‘a thesis of an unfamiliar major 
term’, the illustrations given being the same as above. This 
is obviously a slip ; the words ‘minor’ and ‘major’ should 
be interchanged. 

(8) A thesis whose both the terms— the subject and thi 
predicate-are unacceptable to the other party 

e.g.a. Yais’esika arguing with a Buddhist and taking his 
stand on such a proposition as ‘ The soul is the substantial 
cause of pleasure, pain etc. ’ ( 1)^ sfa 

). Here we have to note that the Buddhist denies 
both the subject and the predicate; he does not believe in 
the existence of atman nor does he hold that pleasure etc. 
are qualities inhering in Stman. 

(9) A thesis universally accepted e. g. ‘Sound is 

audible’ i, e. apprehended by the sense of hearing.’ ( 

51 ®^ ). Dr. VidySibhusana’s translation of his Tibetan text 

gives, as an example, ‘Fire is warm’. In principle, this agrees 
with the example of our text, ‘ stm # ’. But T’ of 
Principal Vidhus’ekhara Bhattacharya reads ‘w 
This is the opposite of Dr. Vidyftbhu^na’s illustration 
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and changes the nature of the fallacy. In connection with 
his reading of T'. Mr. Vidhus’ekhara remarks: “T'...W 
It has already been noted (Note 20, 2. 16-17 
above) that the last in T' issif^fefe® and the illustration 
given above is quite in accordance with it. Yet, T' itself 
when it illustrates the term, reads It appears that 

T' is perfectly right in reading the last as 
and in illustrating it as 8iia^3«n:, for how can aieSW''? be a 
and be illustrated as ’ as there is nothing 

hero which can make an appearance (stutiu) of the atj ? It 
is, therefore, evident that there is some confusion in the 
mss. of both the Skt and other versions”. 

What makes ‘5K: an atwra of the itj is that it is presented 

as a and yet is not a the definition of a requiring 
that it should be ’ or ‘ This can only be 

when the truth of the proposition is at issue between the two 
parties. Such, however, is not the case with ‘ Wi: ’ , 
and so it is a q^TRW. The correctness of the reading of the 
Skt text of the Nyayapraves’a is vouchsafed by the 
commentary which in explaining and justifying this 

abnormal type of q^flie observes as follows: “ Wj 

1 aiTO %ci: 

rPttlq'q: » ^ qjff «trqvicq i 

sttol”— Vrtti p. 21, 1. 24 to p. 22, 1. 2. 

This type is also noted by the author of the Nyayavatara 
( a work of Jaina logic by Siddhasena DivSkara ) and its 
commentator: "srfaqiwr q: q>f%q, 1^5: qq g 

q^q: I q^Rwra; ll ” 

The Chinese text of the “ Praves'a-taraka-s’Astra ” 
supports the same reading. Of the four fallacies of the 
Thesi8..,not found in Dinna’s work, but, only in S’ankara’s^ 
the last is thus vindicated by Suguira : “ The last fallacy 
of the Thesis is of quite a different character from the 
preceding. If in the first fallacy it was regarded as 
absurd to maintain as a Thesis a statement directly 
contradictory to &ct, so in the last fallacy it is maintained 
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to be equally absurd and fallacious to offer as a Thesis a 
statement which everyone would accept as a plain 
statement of fact. No less absurd than to propose the 
Thesis “ Sound is inaudible ” is to propose the Thesis 
“ Sound is audible. ” In proof a Universally accepted 
truth is treated as an imperfect Thesis. ” (Hindu Logic 
as preserved in China and Japan p. 62.) 

As noted by Principal Vidhus^khara, Ch reads 

and T* for of the Skt. text. T* first names 

it but afterwards in illustrating it below reads 

T’ reads and for the 

last four, which makes only a difference of language* 
and being equivalents ofi^^ii?^ and 

respectively, and qwi? in the last corresponding to 
of the Skt, text. 

It is interesting to note that Bhamaha, the great Buddhist 
poetician, while giving a summary of Logic ( ‘ 
gqNRi:’), in the course of his treatment of ^iqs adopts the 
same classification as that given here (‘ a^5ir [=q^ ]-|g- 
and illustrates the last = (q^mra) which 
he calls ‘ ’ by the example given in| our Skt, text. 

“ irar i ” — Bbamaha’s Kavyalamkara 

V, 19.). Thus, the correctness of the reading in the 
Sanskrit text — — is warranted by the N.Pr. Vrtti, 
Ch, T*, half of T' and Bbamaha’s Kavyalainkara. 

Kumarila in his SlokaVartika mentions ‘eqslqiargi^^ihir’ 
which should not be mistaken as supporting the reading 
of T\ For, in Si, Vart it appears as a variety of 
which in its turn is one of the jquqs of the six 
pramanas. This he illustrates as follows : “ 

glararatq ii ” In the scheme of 

the N. Pr. this would fall under ' ssiqii^ ’ and has there, 
fore nothing to do with the * » of T' given 

ip • the place of ‘ PirthasgratbiMis’ra, the 
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commentator of Slokavartika, criticises the illustration of 
) as given by the Buddhist logician 
viz fRRktwia sni Klff ^iil, which, in his opinion, should 

have been given as an illustration of sniRi^'^. Thus, 
Kumarila and Parthasarathi while they mention 
do not employ the word in the sense of the of T’ 

but of the ‘ ’ which figures in all the recensions of 

Nyayapraves’a. Uddyotakara sees no justification for 
recognising of N. Pr. ) as a special 

since it would come under one or another ofaai'nrad^ts. He thus 
says:— 

q«?I ^11% I 3OTc^3flI'nf^'? ^ 

afaf?l^«in%qi^ cRqm: i ” — N. Vart. p. 114.) Moreover 

he objects to the example given by the Buddhist logician 
as an illustration of ‘ The proposition qis^: ’ 

he says, is not opposed to the siinir but only to the 8?guH of 
the the right illustrations of as given by 

Parthasarathi being jf 

aii5tqi%3. 

Thus " 3nnq(q^q[?q R?5i: qqi I ?^uiq q^q: 1 

51 fl aRiqaqiq tqgm5ii3 i 

F urthermore, he objects to ‘ sr^nqui: ’ 

being regarded as a case of acq^^tl'q, it being in his opinion 
a case of arprsiiqdu, the proper illustration being “ si^wiis^- 
” Thus: “ argsqtsihftra i 

51 5Rjriaqi% f^3 i 

I i 3^1?^ cqgwitsfrri^ g^gii” 

Similarly, Kumarila criticises the Buddhist and says that 
515^: is an illustration of a^qfl^'q, for we all apprehend 

5 l«q, and not siaiqii:, which we know to be to s^jir 
and not to 5Rq^. Thus:— “ 3TJii?rat 3 (^«q^ l 

fatsagaiJra: i ^qq'nar qm acq^mwil i ?iis;qqwi- 
/^#qt qfq^ I ” S’l. Vart, vv 59b— 61a 

The illustration given under in our text, qi?ll *1 

’ Kumarila would treat as a case of ‘ which he 

divides into ai%f’-'^^®-and the first 
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( ) again into 3i%Jirsww, and 

—illustrating them by where the very 

utterance contradicts the truth of the proposition, “ ^ 
qm W, ” where the gcfw predicated of all propositions 
makes this very proposition w and thus contradicts 
its truth, and " art jm ” where the 

subject (apwl) contradicts the predicate (iswir) and thus 
makes the proposition false. The ‘ ’ of Kumarila 

is what is called ‘ amwf^ ’ in the Nyayapravesa : “ 

" corresponding with " %r: 

^ The already noticed, is 

illustrated by the denial of a well-accepted meaning such 
as the word denoting 5 #^. “ 

This of 

S’loka-Vartika is a variety of and hence ‘ ’ 

will not be an illustration of it. It will rather be an 
illustration of both in the scheme of the Nyaya- 

pravesa and that of the S’lokavartika. 

Siddhasena Divakara, the author of the Nyayavatara, thus 
refers to -the fallacy of q^Rw: 

“ af^qi^Rir jt: to q^wT?ils^%ci: 1 
^ 11 ” 

Here are noticed Jive vareties of q^^r. — (1) siraqniw 
i. e. a^qRRq q; I% 5 : sqfaiiqiqs u q^RRf: (Com.) 

=‘ ’ of the Nyayapraves’a i, e, vs:, ulud qi 

d gfSiqwcqiiq; (2) srgai ( = acq#^: ') $. g. 

fq?^ qq^wfqiWi qi uwFqf^ ira ; (3) (ISf# qifqa: i. e. 

aigqtqqif^q: (=‘ 3igqiq[q^5: ’)-e. g. qi% ?r%:; (4) 55Nqil%: (=:'gNi. 

’ ) e.g. qiqr Hrq(; (5) «qqqq|Rra: =‘ «qqq(q«s: ’ e. q 
¥|iqi: Dharmakirti in the Nyayabindu says : “ 8 ?fq?if!q 5 !^ 
ips^qtJlsfq” It may be noted incidentally with reference 
to the reading of NPr. P. 1 , 1. 7 discussed above that 
Dharmakirti refers to ‘ q; uiqfqgfas: q^: ’ as the ‘ 558srii ’ 

( ‘q^KB^pnqbisfq’ ) of ‘qf’ to which he adds and justifies 

the addition; and Dharmottara in commeting upon it 
also says q?qe?3^t»ig^ OT 6 ^i^«qri^ qeows^ qft- 

^fqqi q q^: aqW sjq^kq fqij. -thus implying 



that the older definition oi did not contain the proviso 
“ ” , and therefore the whole '* ^ 

” may well be an emendation of the text of 
the N. Praves’a (P. 1 , 1. 7) in the light of Dharmakirti’s 
suggestion. 

m sRJi^prof^ *i«n i jwi i%q; ^ i 

wi sRs?: I w siigaH aui'^H i # 

a^iWRH ^ufcn “N. Bindu. Dharmottara in 

commenting upon this passage of the N. Bindu does not 
enlarge the list. But he adds an illustration of 
which is interesting, since it reminds one of the famous Greek 
parallel — ‘All Cretans are liars’ put forward by one who was 
himself a Cretan i| 

»’ ) is thus explained; “ 

H af^liiai4: 1 3)4 ^ adlPTF fitrsa; i a4ldls«f 3^; 

a4»3; I a4l3a i e3 

Ri 5 I ’’—N. B. Tika. 

Before concluding this branch of the subject let us note 
Pras’astapada’s list of five a^ivnus: — 'These are " aw^-gaRi- 
I ” and they are illustrated as follows:- 
( 1 ) 3Fgwii^llf^ ( Fire is cool ) 5i^^%i4l; ( ( Sky- 
space-is dense ) ; (3) aiu»l3 9U W ( A Brahmana 

may drink liquor) ;( v ) I^Ri: ( An 

effect is pre-existing in the cause, in the mouth of a Yais'esika) 
and ( ^ ) 3 5Ris«iac3i3«: ( Words carry no 
meaning ) iRl <33^3^41. 

Srtn. 1 • 8 f 4 =3 scirgsri^ siwn^ 

P, 20, 1. 4. you undertake to prove 8T?FTOr of 5i5^, this predicate — 3T«f;3«H- 
will be found to be opposed to and disproved by which 

is already known by siwsj to belong to 5l®f. 

„ 1. 5. ans-siww gunJFwnara: 3 i 3i4 5i?jf^9#ra34f3^: 1- 

An objection to the foregoing illustration is here taken:— 
^i)Rq^-the Universal or the General is not si3r9 at all according 
to Buddhists, ^3tKSt3, that is, the Particular and not tiie 
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P. 50 b. 


P. 50. b. 


strr. SI. f. 

P. 20, 
U, 13-14. 


ttniversal being according to them the object of while 
that is, the Universal is the object of 0jg»(H ( “ ^ 

1^: — Pafljika p, 50 b ). 

How then could one say ‘ ’-snqoi^ being a 

?inn55T and therefore beyond the reach of \ Answer : — 
JiraarJRJf i », e. the termina- 
tion 3 in is not intended to signify the general 

or universal nature — but ( =^55^=^ ) the particular 

nature, the thing itself ( ) 

^^(^ai%3(ndl Explana- 

tions in terms of Buddhistic metaphysics. Read ‘ 

1 ^ ^55 or « ’ 

airaratg JFsra — While answering the objection, ‘ 8n=^ ’ ( Dharma- 
kirti ?() goes beyond the position taken up in the foregoing 
reply, in which is conceded to be a real-which is appre- 
hended by though not by ‘ 9n#4 ’ denies reality to 
tiOTR altogether. He says : “ ^Ti? fitg 

’’ t. e. the in does not mean a real universal 

( that is *n^ in the sense of real universal ) but only 

being, in the present case conceptual or nominal existence. 
The difference between the first and the second explanation is 
the difference between two schools of Buddhist Metaphysics 
viz. Reprejentationism or Indirect Realism and Subjective 
Idealism. 

It is to be noted that % does not occur in the text of the 
N. Prave^ whose illustration is “ 5m ” — which is 

not open to the objection discussed above. Evidently, the 
illustration is found elsewhere and is confounded with that 
given in the N. Pravesa—* unless it be assumed that the author 
of the Vrtti had it in his copy of the N. Pr. Probably, the text 
of the N. Pr. which contained no reference ) was 

explained and illustrated by commentators in terms of 5tWRr 
and so gave rise to the objection which is noted in the Vrtti 
and is repeated in the Pafijika. 

&c. — ‘ atP'W ’ as here undertood is the particular 
school which the writer has avowed as his own. 
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^ &c.— ( 1 ) |fe( JRt- ( Vais*. Sutras VI. i. 1., 

50. b. 57 a. i\) 5iiinw?fii(a ( Vais’. Sutras X. ii.-9 .) 

— By the Mimamaakas 

— In consequence of its not being a production of any 
person, human or divine. — in consequence of its being 

the work of a personal being; in the present case, of the 
Divine Person 

f. tft3a^w...etc.-Read “ s?i%i?q(^ IJlc^Rstafaquifi: ” ( See 

P. 21, 11. 4-5 Panjika p. 52a. ) 

il[ &c. — A summary of the Saihkhya system. 

P. 51- is referred to in Anuyogadvara ( a work 

P. 22a. of the Jaina canon ) as which is the same as 

or the “ Golden-Seventy ” which together with a 

commentary was translated into Chinese by Paramartha bet. 
ween 557 and 568 A. D. This is the san e as the well-known 
of 

&c. — The Sarhkhya denies ‘ 3tqi^ ’ and ‘ 
that is, absolute and absolute t^RT, a doctrine 
maintained by the Buddhists and the NySya-Vais’esikas who 
are consequently stigmatised as ‘ et^^l^i^’s, that is, semi- 
Buddhists. Not that and few in some sense — in the sense 
of r^d^^o-are not accepted by the Sarhkhyas. = 

that into which the cause does not enter ; traceless ; absolute. 

P. 51 b. (=m?R‘^=3fe ), 3 4-20 a group of sixteen consisting of 5 

5 1 v\-. and 5 awi^is, ( ) 

and 21-25 the 5 »tlt^s ( ^ig, and eiww.) The 

Samkhyakarika which gives the number is quoted in the 
Pafijika. So also is the Karika which distinguishes the nature 
of from the other members of the series; the same has 
been also explained, fafiirfri etc. — The Sarhkhya etymology of 

P. 52 a. the word. 

P. 52 b. Objection: How can a Buddhist speak of 'q^row’ when he has no 
such proposition as 'q^q^’ or ‘sRun’ forming part of his Inference ? 
In answering this objection, the fact that the Buddhist does 
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bot recognise <7^?^ is admitted, but the treatment of and 
is defended on the ground that it is meant for beginners 
( ‘ ), who have to gather every kind cf information 

relating to the subject before they enter upon a scientific 
discussion. In the latter case, <7^^ is not necessary, is 
enough. ). The Buddhists were 

not the founders of the sdence of Logic, of which they 
had borrowed the framework and numerous details from 
the Brahmanas. These, however, they have endeavoured to 
improve upon in their own way. This is how the subject of 
finds a place in a Buddhistic work, although the 
rejection of ) is one of the reforms which the 

Buddhists have proposed. 

STTf. SI. 1 . ^ etc. Read q Objection: — 

P. 21,11.5-10 If the fact that your proposition is not accepted by your 
opponent is enough to make it ‘ aTjnegi^^iqoij ’ good 
bye to all argJTM. ( fa fa1sg77?fiJ7^ ? ) For, 
every ( ) eigiira is occasioned by difference with the 

opponent. Answer: Mere difference of opinion does not 
create 3757i%5^^ for surely such a thing would be 

absurd. The under notice is intended to serve as a 

caution that the should be properly established and placed 
beyond possibility of question by means of valid arguments. 
(3qq^r>7: ?2Paart7>l ^ ! qpjfjfr i 

ej?aia; i ard ? 0 r?a siqw: qia'sj?: i — N Pr. V nti p. 21 11 8-10 )' 
fa «&ic aw^eia^aT^jfqmwa * 7 %qqi^ 

P. 52 b « faf : 1 fafTqi^fRRcqrars: It has been observed above that a 

P. 53 a. q^ — that is a minor premiss— does not become a qwa 

fallacy of the minor — simply because it is not acceptable 
to the other party. But in order that the balance be 
turned in our favour we must show that the ?apa on 
which we rely is sound. Thus, in the problem of 

versus mooted above ^ should be shown to be arraR 
by refuting &e — the doctrine of pre-existence of 

the in the Wi — of the S^imkhjas. The whole of the 
second half of P. 52 and the first half of P.53 contains a 
refutation of this doctrine, 
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’frt>|3JI:--TLe 

Sanikhya argament; Since only such ^R’ls as are possessed ot 
5n% ( potential energy or capacity ) can produce a given 
and no others, it is evident that the exists in the in the 
form of that #R, Criticism: No. The is not found in the 
before it is made. ( Head: “ ) The 

Samkhya answers: It is not found, not because it does not 
exist, but because it is not made manifest ( ). 
Criticism: What is there to show that it exists ? ( i% 
? ) Saiiikhya; The very fact that it comes into being. 
( 3?ira: ). Criticism: If it exists already, it is absurd to say 

that it comes into being ( ain^ aw ). 

The Samkhya rejoinder: If that which does not exist can 

come into existence, a ( the hern of donkey ) can ag 

well do so.” ( Wia;); or rather^ 

as the maintains, that which does not exist can 

come into being, nothing can come into being except a 
53^%®! ! Reply: No. The does not come into being, 
because there is no cause to bring it into being. ( 
etc. ) Similarly is not made out of ei»gs, or HZ out of 
because rl^s are not the cause of ^z, neither of 32. 
Every effect has a dednite set of causes which alone 
produces the effect and no other ( a^f^- 
qa-iiurstTOqiii: ). 

Mark the difference between the two views: The problem 
before tho two parties is — How is it that ^ is made out 
of and not out of cpgs, and similarly 32 out of 
and not out of ? One of the parties — the • 

accounts for this by assuming a 511% i. e.— the potential 
existence of in the ^R®i, which enables it, and it alone, to 
produce the particular effect; while the other — the 3THcfl43if^g,- 
accounts for it by assming a causal law ( based on observation ) 
which connects the cause with the effect '>2^ 

5lfi«1355BilI 3IWI 53WW I afilRI[^13iI3l3awi 1 

^ g ^^®i ) Note that according to one school the 

is the ultimate fact of observation ; according to the other 
the i%rft is the fact to be accounted for— which is done by 
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assuming for the purpose. The position of the 

is this: Whatever is made must be before it is made ; 
not that whatever is can be made. Hence, the objection 
that a might as well come into existence because it 

is is futile.; it is not every that is made, but whatever 
is made must be before it is made, ( 

I ^ In fact it is a contradiction 

in terms to say that a thing is and that the same is afterwards 
made ( i ). Moreever, if a thing is 

even before it is made, why all the labour of collecting th® 
materials and working the machinery for its manufacture ? 
(Read ^-PanjikaP. 53. a). The Samkhya 

reply: It is for making patent what was hitherto latent 
Criticism; Was that (drawing out or 

manifesting of that which is latent ) or before now ? 
If you say ?R[,-- why need you trouble to make it ? If you 
say you relinquish 3rac5i4^. The Samkhya explanation: 
atf»TKri% or mainfestation is only the removal of snwn ( 

), not a thing to be made like the whose 
3TW52ii% it is. Criticism: If thereby you imply that 
is the removal of is unnecessary. If, on the other 
hand, the removal is doing something, the ceases to 

be i%r. ( wf!n«ii i ) 

Samkhya objection: It is contended by the Samkhya 
that such expressions as atfd wi p bear testimony 
to the existence of the thing before it is produced; for, 
the ftin in cannot be done by sip unless the aip 
is there; similarly the ^ in P cannot be applied to unless 
the ^ is there. Answer: the erp and the ^ are here referred 
to prospectively ( ^ 

) In brief, there is no sense in 
saying that a thing is made if the thing is already there ; 
and if a thing is made it is clear that it is not f^RT. ( ft'swwwl- 

Bead this for ) 

For a full discussion of the pros and cons of the 
yi^e Samkhya Sutras I. 111—123 with the Bhas^a 
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of Vijfianabhiksu, and Vedantasutras with the BhSsya 
of S’amkara and the Bhamati of Vacaspatinais’ra. 

The distinction between the two doctrines is thus presented in 
a nutshell by VijflSnabhiksu at the end of his commentary 
on Sainkhya Sutra I. 123 ai#t f? 

^ 

1 aR 5 ui The theory of arfi^lwi 

has been examined and defended at considerable length by 
Vijfianabhiksu in his Commentary on S S. I. 121-123, the main 
diflSculty in the theory being met as follows : — “ 

m fIRl! Sfqigqqw 1 

rt^tqraSRT |RTi?Rtg;i 
amf^siq i ” 

Mediating between the of the Nyaya-Vais’esika and 

the of the Samkhya, the S’ankara Vedantin recognises 
partial truth in both, and while the Jaina would treat 
them as two points of view both of which though partial 
are equally true, the S’ankara Vedantin regards both as 
equally false and deduces from their conflict his doctrine 
of 3ifW^*ihRii or RRR? of all effects. The various views 
on this subject have been summarized by the author 
of Samksepa-S’ariraka in one verse as follows: “ 

i 

where 3TR**Rl^=3i?{m4qT^, 
and 

“'R f^rdl etc. — This proposition of the Buddhist, howso- 
ever true is not placed beyond the charge of until 

the fgpci is established as a thing that is It should 

be noted in this connection that if the ??Ri which is 
the ground of the reasoning is to require a proof, and the 
latter still another proof and so on ad infinitum, there 
will be no rest ( nwegqjqtjj^ qi%i acel Rn?H5femm. 

). Moreover, 3tsi%5i^oi and 8 iai| 5 i'^Bl 
are really not qsjiwgs at all. For, let us just consider in 
relation to whom they are and therefore supposed to b$ 



the ^t^or his opponent? that is, the proposer himself 
( or one whom he endeavours to convince ( ) ? 

Not the former, viz. the Because, so long as 

the bases his argument upon aHMs such as 

etc, and uses a the cannot make his aaj a 

simply because the other side does not agree to it. 
And not the latter, viz. the a^qi?l. Because, one becomes a 
aRiqig when he does not agree ( arsn^qatJf ). Read 

for a«fT Irtf. For araqraiq^sn I was inclined to read 
araqigqasRi, as the word with which it is contrasted is 

This, however, would require that we should 

read araqi^qst^ ( equivalent to ) for afaqi^qJtJT-which is a 
bit awkward. But the concluding words 
leaves no doubt that the correct reading is and 

not qfcraigqf^TJri. Moreover, the words and afaqig for 

and are found elsewhere also. e. g. in the NySyabindu. 

qi%«T i%t3n^ w^qinw:--l’he meaning here given of 

P 53 b deserves to be noted. According to the Metaphysical Nihilists 
of Buddhism, nothing possesses a self i. e. essential reality. 
I he Realists of Buddhism did not go so far, but they denied 
the reality of the universal and the one as against the par. 
icular and the many. Consequently they denied gntiJg and 
eiqJlfq^is the whole which is over and above and con- 
sequently other than the parts, according to the Nyaya-Vais’esika 
school. This the Buddhist denies, and the argument on which 
he relies is based upon that is to say, 

the reason that the thing ( ) is not found, and if it 

had existed it would have been found; but since it is not 
found, it does not exist, (cf. l siig rji 

” — N. Bindu. ) 

As against the common sense view that we perceive the 
whole, it is maintaineal by the Buddhist that we infer certain 
component parts from certain other component parts. Thus, 
from the question whether the socalled Perception ( ) is 

not in reality Inference ( aigriH ), there arises the direct 
(question whether the Whole ( angfH) is anything oyer and 
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above the Parts ( ). This problem is discussed at such 

length and with such a multitude of pros and cons in the 
Nyaya-Sutras, Nyaya Bhasya and Nyaya-Vartika, that 
it appears to have been one of the greatest ontological 
problems of the age. ( See N. Sutras 11. i. 30-31 and 32-36) 

' — -N. V. Tatparya IF. i. 30. 

( q2ra5?R; ?a a«ti ^• 

^ O m5i3c«rq%st?ftai|CRq^^; 
(v) f5i5l«K5} ( N. Vartika on II, i, 3o 

This together with the paragraph which follows has been rendered 
very clear by Dr. Ganganath Jha in his translation: 
The Vartika propounds four arguments in support of the view 
that the composite issomething different from the components:- 
(A) The component yarns must be different from the 
composite cloth, because they are its cause, just like the 
shuttle and other things; the shuttle and other things, are the 
cause of the cloth, and are found to be different from it. etc. 
( See pp. 236-37 ). 

^ ^flfnRfrra: — Read ff w'Jtwgua: 

P. 53 b 

— Read for 

«qf^RxRfm(^?54 . 

?! The argument against the recogni- 

tion of a real — at^^lRpirOver and above the Ws' — ^^is and 
ara^Rs — is that there is nothing to prove that it exists. No such 
enters our perception. A thing is expected to 
be perceived if it exists, and if it is not perceived, 
evidently it must be pronounced to be non-exisient. ( -ill 

qaii^’ i 

apgqiRi: I g ?r|a55l®ira^ie 5i«ir 

I %55«ig ^ i # 

— Pafijika.) A possible difficulty : If there is no real 
what is it that is perceived ? The twiSs are on all hands 
regarded as lying beyond the range of perception. Answer: — 



We do not hold that 'TtJTraa are abosolutely beyond the range 
of perception in all drcamstances. We rather hold that 
they do become perceptible in a certain condition, viz, when 
they are close together so as to cooperate in one group- 

qiWi'JR: I — Pafljika ) Another 

possible objection: How do you then explain the unity of 
the object as perceived ? ( <73 siOT: ? ) Answer: 

The many { atoms ) are too small to be perceived as distinct 
entities and hence the illusion; e. g; a light is constantly 
changing, a new flame coming into existence every moment, and 
yet it appears to be permanent owing to the fact that the 
different flames are very much like one another and follow in 
quick succession. ( ^ i a^tqr^ 

— Pafijika ) Objection: 
While the distinction of the remains unpreceived, how can 
the qwBs themselves be perceived, even in the condition 
and in the form of an 3rqJi%(!i3 qw»iq: ? 

Pafijika). 

Answer: If in consequncs of the distinction being unpereceived 
a thing is to remain unperceived, a light would have to be 
regarded as unperceived because the distinction of the light 
( which in reality is a series of lights in quick succession ) is 
unperceived I Therefore in our view the q^HiJJs are pereceived 
although their distinctions are not, thus appearing illusorily 
as one instead of many. ( a^lqi^ <^W- 

Moreover, will you tell how even 
on your hypothesis an could be perceived ( a^Jf^ ) 

though the distinction of the atq^iqs are admittedly unper- 
ceived ? (arq^qr^rt I^umt^qaqqtq aTqqqsqfq ^si tqqi afqf ?-Panjika 
Note — Read ^ tqqt for qi«iti,?pqt ). Furthermore, I challenge 
you to get over the following dilemma-’ Conceding for the sake 
of argument that there is an 3tqqiq3. in addition to the etqqqs 
which appear as an external object, may 1 know whether the 
body-qa-which possesses ^3? (gross) size is one or many? 
Supposing it is one, is it made out of one component part or 



49 


many ? In either case it cannot be one. For what is 
cannot be in its nature one ( If the gross 

whole Were one, when one part is coloured the whole would have 
to be supposed to be coloured, or if one part is covered the whole 
would be found to be covered 1 ( 

tin: srasnfl, ) The other alternative, 

that the gross whole is many, is what you do not hold. For, 
you hold that one whole subsists in many parts ( 

|^*ini%f^sunift.-Pafljika ). Objection: 
If there is no how can you speak of something (amnfnsi,) 

being tsgs and something ( ? ( t«L55tj!SR(?^5jiq^iitinnKi. 

gfnsnqq?!: ) Answer: the come to be regarded as or 
according as they are one or many. ( ?i«n 3H?|tnni 

3i^st|atn 55n%— Pafijika. ) 

“ fTtt at^ ai3«iT^, at^ Derivation and mean- 

P. 54. a ing of ”■ — to be so united as not to 

be separable. Things which possess this property are called 
?inni(^s — e. g. a^s with respect to they are the anm?^- 
^K^i of tR, while the latter is an^^ci-^l^ of the former; in 
other words, one rests indissolubly in the other. The 
Buddhist word for is ‘ 'SMKW'fiW ’ ( the same is the 

word of the Vedantin ), and the Jaina calls it ‘ ’ 

ai»i — when the threads are arranged as warp and woof. 

etc. is something distinct from the threads 

and yet makes them into one R. The a^gs being the 
the is the 

?n% R)R«m.— See Tarkasarhgraha and Dipika ). The weaver 
and his weaving machine are the WcRI &c.“ 

antR’I.is the of its qualities, viz., etc. ancflipj:^*! 

is their and ^ etc are their i^l%R>R'R. 

^ etc. The Buddhist, unlike the Vais’esika, does 

not hold the doctrine of the three kinds of causes. According • 
to him, there is one stream of consciousness, or rather series 
of consciousnesses ( ), due to a group of antecedent^ 

which we call a cause, e. g. etc. of 
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??It. ir. f. sMt &c— %?!:— The same-sfes-is the 
P. 21. word used in the Vais’, sutras. Pafijika points out that it is 

1. 25. an intransitive^participle ,( tt: (read *5 for 9?) a^: 

%: ) 

5?n. sr. f. ( Pafijika ) ^4 ^ ^ =tWT=not ?q, but ^ ^ 

P. 22. 1. 1. i. e. not the or nature of but itself. 

1. 4. 

1. 7, Read TORRf for which is an obvious 

misprint ). ^I«n 3 = 2 l= 4 ^<t^-Pafijika shows how it comes to 
mean that. 

stn. SI. f. &c.-Two ways of explaining ara^RJ?=af3^^ 

P. 22„1.5. ( Pafijika ). 

Wn. SI. f. '?if ( Vrtti P. 22. 1. 2. ).— of all the nine a^n^cts 

P. 3. 11. 56. enumerated above ( N. Pr. P. 2, 11. 14. 17 ). 
afani^isiT: ( Vrtti P. 22. 1. 3 ). 

— The manner in which the ^as arise is of 
three kinds : ( 1 ) ' ’ in the case of the first 

five, namely, aRsjtats, eiRRiats, and taaaafatsJ 

( 2 ) ‘ af^ar^RT^iaa: ’ in the case of the next three, namely 

3Tatl(5fa^'’i, and srarai^t^i; and (3) in 

the case of the last viz. a^s^fsRi. 

wn. SI. |. In the case of the first five, the sigflR is precluded by aR^ etc; 

P.22.11.7.14, in the case of the next three, it is impossible to convince 
qf^VT tbe opponent so long as he does not agree to the iSRt &c.; 
P. 54 b in the case of the last it is no use embarking upon an stginst 
to prove what is already accepted by the other party (ra5qi«t5i). 
For the last note vide the text of the N. Pr. — ‘ ( P. 3, 1. 6.) 
” and the note thereon. 

r?lT. sj. The author next comes to the important topic of Irrrs — 

P. 3, 1. 8. i. e. Fallacies of the Reason ( ^3 ) or the Middle Term. These 

are primarily three: (IjatRn ( 2 ) and (3) 

to P«6, 1.19. The first ( atftis ) is subdivided into four : (1) 3»Pm%5, 
(2) epJRRfftjs, (3) and (4) atrsRrras, 
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The second ( ) is subdivided into m: (5) 5WR«ir, 
(6) 9Rn'?R'ii, (7) (8) gq^rft, 

(9) and (10) 

The third ( ^ ) is subdivided into four: (1) ^^W<5'qNq<wyi'W, 
(2) (3) and (4) «inRmqm<)5i- 

These fourteen Fallacies of the I3 may now be explained and 
illustrated: 

( I ) — Untrue according to both the parties. Thus, 

for example, in ( =Sound is noneternal, 

because it is visible ) the ^3 is unacceptable as a predicate of the 
subject to both the parties. 

( 2 ) — Untrue according to either. For example, in 

the argument 5l®[: the 13— fW^-is not predicable 

of the subject— — according to the Mimarhsakas and 
Sarhkhyas, who think that can be produced or manifested 
( 9Tf*i®3i^ ) but not originated ( ), 

( 3 ) :qt^Krrf^g;-Of doubtful existence. For example, if there is 
a possibility of mist being mistaken for smoke, the t3-smoke — 
as predicate of the subject will be regarded as doubtful. 

(4) sfi^^tra-Whose 3?OT-the abode, the subject— is unreal. For 
example, in anqil5i the Buddhist may well object 

to the subject-wqii5i-which, according to him, has no reality at 
all, it being a pure negation. 

There are six kinds of or Inconclusive Hetu:— 

( 5 ) ni:?RW:-Inconclu8ive, because common, that is 

favourable not only to the desired conclusion but also to its 
opposite. For example, in 5m?qra;-the I3 viz sjJpR- 

(the quality of being the object of right knowledge) is common 
(ttlUR®!) to sri% and to m things, and is consequently 
inconclusive, for we are in doubt whether ^3^3 
aii^: or 3nqn5ra3. 

( 6 ) Bttnqit'q:— Inconclusive, because pectdiar. For 

example, ftcq: , the l3'"*^**^’’l^”is peculiar to, that is to 

say, confined to the subject -5153, being not found in any 
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other thing either or srf^. It ig of the essence of Inference 
that there should be agreed cases of similarity and dissimilarity 
from which you can generalize and apply the generalization to 
the case in hand. The being confined to the there is 
no basis for the generalization. How such a is inconclusive 
is indicated in the text as follows? “ 

"-i. e. except in 

is found neither in things nor in things, and since 

all things are either or srffiw and there is no third kind 
of things from which you can generalize for the purpose of your 
inference, the result is that you find yourself in the morass of 
doubt. 


( 7 ) 8i^i^:-Residing in some like 

instances, but also in aU unlike instances. Example 

( Note Jra?n^5lf»3l«B=that which cannot be 
produced without a volitional effort; hence, manufactured, made; 
8ia'!)Hliy{l'M^=the opposite of this, that is, that which can exist 
without any volitional effort on our part, as for example, a 
lightning, ether or space). Thus the two terms will mean 
(a) naturally existing and {b) coming into existence, and 
artificially made or manufactured). In this example, the viz., 
being ( natural ), (lightning), (space) 

etc. are its ?rt^s. In some of these e. g. in the the 

resides, but not in all; for example, it does not reside in 
which is not but to. Thus the is 
It is also Thus? — In the given inllustration. 

The <Tg-5l5^-being [ Read in P 4 1. 6 

instead of ], etc. which are 

are ^^s, and ettocsj is found in all of them. 
Thus, belongs to %fi; which is and also to 

which is spRstPRlIto, and is therefore inconclusive. You 
are not sure-" fife sra^ettot^ni 


’-From the mere fact that «il®? is 
stto yon cannot conclude definitely whether it is natural 
( srspRJWJafto ) or made ( ). 

(8) ^^41 atoto;: This is the converse of Na 7. 

Residing in some unlike instances, but also in all 
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like instances. In the example— sPWWfcR'hns: 

‘ ’ is the ^2 etc. are the tfq^s, 

and they are all ajf^. Thus, the is 

It is also Thus'*— the i%i^8 of the are , 

etc some of which e. g. possess aiRPra which others do 
not e. g. aiRiRi, So from the fact that is eti^ you can 
not conclude either way, whether it is ( the 

result of a volitional effort; hence, made ) or eiSTOtsRRtq^ 
( the opposite ), examples of both kinds being found, such as 
^ and respectively. The is, therefore, 

(9) — Residing only in a portion of the 
?w^s and of the %igs. In the example, I'fltJf. at^ara: , 

is the atraRt, tRui^ etc, are the ^R^s, of which some possess 
and some do not; for instance, does and iwisdoes not 
(y. “ 3Rt^ qfen'^r N.B.T; also as defined in the Br. Nyaya 
-and TWI3 is a Again, with 

as «I2 etc. are the %^s, of which some are ajq^ while 
others are not; for instance, is ar^^ and sR is not. Thus, in 
the present example ^ aig^^q^ the I3 is R 

( )i8ometimes goes with and sometimes with 
and is consequently inconclusive. 

(10) i^Rqr^tqfO 8f^^qq;;~That which has an invariable 

contradictory, that is to say, ' a non-erroneous contradiction » 
(Dr. S. Vidyabhusana). This arises ‘ when a thesis and its con- 
tradictory are both supported by what appear to be valid reasons 
( Vidyabhusana ), what in Kantian terminology would be 
called ‘ antinomic reason’ (Dr. Randle). The word is explained 
in two ways by Dbarmottara in the N. B. Tika.- 
(1) qrRt sqfijq^fq g I^IsqfJtqTfr I (2) q^ 

f^seiqqiqsqfiiqifi q ^qtnsqtsqfiRRi. 
TS^SRqiqqifi. i, e. (1) arsqlqqifi of tqqi — which invariably proves 
the opposite of what is proved by another |g;; (2) 
which is at the same time sisqfffqiff; i. e. that which is opposed to 
another 53"in as much as it proves its contradictory, and 
is at the same time invariably accompanied by its own 
that is to say, which is good in itself, so far as its own 
sqifff is concerned. In the example ftTOrq, 
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5515?^ is srsjffiRfR of but it is opposed to ( ^ ) or 

contradicted by . The two I 38 

taken together cause douht^ and are, therefore, inconclusive. 
( N. Pr.P, 5. 11. 2-3 )• 

There are four kinds of or Contradictory Hetu :— 

(11) that which proves the very opposite of 

the intended «w ( ). For example, in , 

the |g-fa^-proves the very opposite of that is, 

sftetqt?, since it resides in things— only. 

(12) — which proves the opposite of the 
particular Ufl which it is intended to prove. Example : — 

’S^rrasriii: i. e. the eye and other 

organs exist for something beyond themselves inasmuch 
as they are things possessed of orderly arrangement in their 
oonstitition, e. g. a bed, a seat etc. which exist for somebody 
other than themselves. Here the 13 — — while 
proving that there is something beyond the senses, proves 
also that that something — viz,, which the Samkhya 

desires to prove is for the same reason — that is possessed of 
an organised body, a position which the Samkhya is not 
prepared to hold. The I 5 here — — proves the reverse 
of what is intended to be proved, viz,-^|^ instead of steia 
stm. 

( 13 ) — That which proves the opposite of 

the itself — that is the or major term. For example* 

in 5) ?5q [ or 51 W; or ^ gin: ] or 5 ^% ^ 

and jy’iwg are such ?3s. For, 
according to the Vais’esikas, ?«ts have either no constituent 
Rsjfs, for example, en^Rl, or are made up of more than one 
constituent for example, ^5; but there is no which is 
made of a single constituent But »FFf-Being-( the iJiramisf 
or the highest universal to which generalisation can be carried) 
may contain a single for example, aiTO. Consequently it 
(»ira) cannot be a Similarly, it may be argued that is not 
a ^or a g»i, because it itself resides in ?^^s and g'is ( g^g 
51^13. ) whereas and g^i do not reside in other ^!l,s or 
gojs. Thus, the Vais’esika proves that ( the highest 
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also called ) is something other than 3»i and «6^. But this 
argument is vitiated by hetvabhasa, says 

the Buddhist. For, the same Ig-tTqj^ojf^ni: and g®R>4§ 
would prove 3T5ftR3 as well, being sometimes 
( e. g. belonging to ), and resident in JFs 

and ^fl5i.s. ( e. g. >5^ ^qr^nq: ) Thus, these ^s may 

prove that wq is ar^nq — the very opposite o£ 'qw( mq 

— as in the case with lower 'SunfJfs such as 2*^3, 

’qH?? etc, 

(14) 'qwq^q%'Wt^i*=JfT — That which proves the opposite of 
the particular kind of which it is intended to prove. 
In the example given above the Igs may prove not only that 
(the highest gRi^r) is not a ^ or a g»i or a qjq, but also that it is 
like that which causes the idea of non-existence. 

?J|T. sf. f. &c — That 51®^ is not orginated but only mani- 

P. 23, 1. 7. fested by the vocal organ is preminently a doctrine of the 
Mimamsa school. The Samkhya endorses it as a . 

„ 1. 9. &c. — Column of dust mistaken for smoke, 

„ ]. 1 8. Read ^ m ’* for “ . . 

„1. 19. m — The five nonentities which are but a name 

( UKTiim ), a mere appearance ( ), a mere assertion 

( ), a mere convention ( ), a mere imagination 

( ) are (1) Past Time, (2) Future Time, (3) Conscious 
destruction, ( 4 ) Akas a ( Space ) and ( 5 ) Pudgala ( self or 
individual ) ( 5r«rrs^rw% ). 

«fraJlT5iq.=q53qiiTJTi5fr[.( opposed to 'RinsJ, See Suzuki’s “Outlines 
of Mahaytlna Buddhism” ); ^®q^lRJll5R=^l% 

siRiewRRh?: Pafijika 

P. 56 b. 

&c. — The reason is given why the Buddhist 
P. 56. b. regards time past, time future etc-as nonentities. 

3«lT gig^lOT etc. For fqst read “ r^Twoir ’’ Here 

and in the next few lines is discussed the question why sifa* 
— deliberate and conscious destruction such as that 
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brought about by the stroke of a hammer applied to a jar— is a 
nonentity. The logical method here employed is that of a dilemma: 
Is the one with the or distinct from it ? and so on; what 
is its relation to ^ and so forth ( see Parijika P. b, 67. a ). 
The Buddhist position is thus summed up in the Pafijika 
“ ji gsi: 

i%g ^ i ” 

The Buddhist is a believer in %RJ as an essential nature of 
things, which is not produced or originated but simply occurs 
every moment. eniRi or space, according to him, is nothing 
but light and darkness, and hence not a separate entity. 
( nrueit: a?5n^w- 

I And the reason given is lack of 3in®i-either or 8Tgrn«T. 
^3 otherwise called 3TRiFi=self is also nothing but and 
its effects, running as a stream of consciousness which by its 
very nature is not abiding but changing ( 

stri. 5. f. ^ ^ &c. — Here are two more varieties of 3ti%5. Why 
P. 23, 1. 22 are they not mentioned ? They are ( 1 ) 

and ( 2 ) 3i5rrTqq;n%5. An example of ( 1 )=— btpct: a^fjRJRsn^- 
Here the Ig is part of the araiir-being the predicate in the 
proposition. An example of (2): — wiR,— 
Here the ll-^qR-although it is found in some trees is 
not found in all: ^qiq: 5| ^5: l q f| 

( q5iu?rq^=^q^ii ), gg 

Pafijika. Answer : Both of these can be included, says the 

AKirya, in As to the first, both parties are agreed 

that being part ( predicate-ui«q ) of the qRun, is yet to 
be proved; consequently when the same is made the |g, it is 
an unproved Ig. ( trate—Pafijika 
P. 57a ). As regards the second also, both parties are agreed 
that ^qiq does not belong to all trees but only to some. Pafijika 
in explaining the word spJTrq^rf^, says ‘ q$ ' is understood: q^ 
sjsinq^; 
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¥?rr. f . etc. Objection to the answer given above. If you are 

P, 24, 1. ]. prepared to include these two in why not include 

and also in the other two, viz., and 

strr. ST. f . 3PTcRT^ ? For, all airass must be either one or the other of 
P. 24, 1. 3. these. Moreover, such an opinion is actually held by some 
who say: " 

wn. 51. f . '?» 2 fr%feo-Panjika explains: i 

P. 24, 1. 4. Here and are features which require to be 

emphasised and consequently the If^wres which they 
characterize, viz., 3Ti«TJUl55 and are separately 

mentioned and not included in the other two. 

??IT. ST. f. &c.— Pafljika explains 

P, 24, 1. 6. « ajTTSfJWWfcI (P. 57 b ). 

(Pafij, P. 58 a, !• 1.) is a misprint for (see Vrtti 

P. 24 1. 8). 

5?TT. SI. f . —This gives the reason why it is called ‘ ’• 

P.2411.9-10. 

??TT. SI. f . Read •— i 1 i 

P. 24. 1. 11. 

1. 12. rtHf^—The reading of the Vrtti is ww®!: without 

5iS: before Therefore it is taken as understood. 

1. 18. 3?$ ^>4 The question discussed is whether a 

is It is argued that it is not, because even before the 

13 is put forward there was when the aRnir was stated 

( q?ic3#t5t^ipa^oi airiq ). 

rUT. SI. f . For 3# PaQjika reads ani ( )=Some one objects. 

P.2411.18,21 

qf^SRT For it reads ). 

P. 58 a 

tn%*T will be noticed that there are two H^iJis — one 

P. 58 b. implied in the silairr, what may be called and the other 

resulting from the gjqrw It is the latter that 

we here mean. 

11. 21-24. uRi Objection: — ^ is put forward only when is there. 

Answer : No.; Hra?ll does not always imply In the case of 
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the is employed to convince others, althougli 
the person who employs it has not himself the least doubt 
{ ^ ) in the matter. 

5?n. ST- 1. s’jra — and ( Pafijika p. 58b ), 

P. 24. 1. 23. 

ifrafJT. ’'3 &c.— It is proposed to cite as a 

P. 58 b. ( ), in which case their will be no 

&c. — This illustration is given by the Miiiiamsakas. The 
author of the Pafijika says that there are several schools of 
Mimarhsakas, of whom some believe in a called 

while others do not. Read for 

^ &c. — When you see one cow you recall to your 

mind another you have seen before, and as a result of 
comparison and co-ordination you get the idea of the cow. 
nature ( ). It is not so, however, with 51®^; for, when 
you hear one 51^^ and then another, you do not compare and 
co-ordinate, but you contrast and distinguish them (siilfis^ 51*^:, 
etc. ). Hence there is no such as 

the being merely the w or of ( »iraacJi^(N 
^ etc. ) Thus, the ig—wq'tcq— belongs only 

to the ( q^iq^r ), and the other two, ' ^’s— trq% «fq»l and 
tqq^sefqJl, are wanting. The example given by Dharmakirti 
is “ ” and the same is explained as 

follows: ?j5i i 

gqefliift i i qt 

5iT%l q sqraR^^ i eRqqit- 

qsn?q«Bi^ i q qqijqih i qq;ujpqrel[: i qiw 

q^I^qqsql^^^^nqRgq; | (T^n(flqiq^tqiq^¥nqqi^(iqq;tqiq;i ai;qq5qq'%qqt- 
I a^q qqf^qqoqlq^qsil: -N.B.N. Pari. 

III. See also the Commentary thereon. Taking fisqtq as the 
the Nyayamuktavali illustrates sRtiqRq siq^T^ by qiJ^siq??: 
qKrqi'I, and adds by way of a note qqt qi^swcqtqtq eq^ 

=q qsiqiqiw qgqti^ q qisgtqwra qgtnqitqq; 1 qgi a qi^siqtqtq- 
fq^TO^i qttriqirqqt. 1 iq g snql qqlqqq g Other 

Mimamsakas, like the Naiyayikas, hold that is a tnqR and 
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not a mere vjq or of 51®?. Thus, having an existence of its 
own it can very well be cited as a tiq^r. Therefore the illustra- 
tion in the text must be understood to have been given 
with the tenet of the first school in view. 

rtIT. XT. f . qi? q?Hf5r &c. — Observation is necessary for generalization. 
P. 25 1, 12. As the li is confined to the you cannot find it in 
any or and consequently you remain in doubt* 

N. Praves’a P. 3, 1. 22, P. 4 11. 1-2.) 

5?rr. IT. f. Here begins the section cn 

P. 25, 1. 15 Read araqcqwcit'iqq;: as in tie text cf the N. Fr. 

toP. 26,1. 2. p. 4, 11. 4-5. 

In P. 25 11 20-21— read 3l3q?qisiJfR'iq?: ^ISq: ? 1 q?t: l STCT 5Il«nq|?I- 
I i In P. 25, 1. 22. read q?r: i w? 
flfqr^q;r»i(5 — The author explains how 9Tq?i%q> arises in the 
case in hand. 

5TTT. IT. f. gqgBqiqi. Here begins the section on the fourth 

P. 26, 11. 2'8 variety of atqqitfja?. 

In 11. 4-5 read q^: i stw 

wtt. it. f- Section on the fifth variety of 3T^iPaq>. In 11. 12 

P 2611.8-14. read q?t: i aitq. 

rtTT. IT. f . ^^qqfi^q—For fqq§qi?«|m; jgq^sqiq'i is the converse of 5iq%56?5ifi^: 
P, 26. 1. 8. Hq^sqiq't. 

The illustration in ^i. s. is 5i®?‘. i w^q: q^iS5qi5r. 

qiqwi'qn?; tiq^;--Here arises the question: Does the Buddhist 
agree that a 'RUig is Htq ? The Pafijika notes this diflSculty. 

»TT%q>T. 3ta|qe?3qqRqi'q gja: — See N. B. T. 

P. 5P,b. qwiopt g d^trarraqiqiqf qqiqqqTf^#isiR?q?qm. &c.— Buddhist 
view of the nature of iRfll^s. The illustration in the Text 
and the Vrtti. is based upon the Vais'esika view of qwi3 
This oversight on the part of the Buddhist author is very 
significant. It points to the fact that his logic has growp 
put of that of the Brahinana schools. 
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s?n. S|. f. — This is the sixth and last variety of 

P. 26, 1. 15. 
to 

P. 2T I 3. 

P, 26 1. 16. 3CR^a: etc. 5iraJTnw=rival ta- 

1. 17. &c. — One should clear the way by disproving the 

a^%PraT’3r e. g. of in the illustration ( see N. Pr. 

P. 5, 1. 1). 3 &c.-The author of the Vrtti rejects the way in 

which older commentators or logicians dissolved the compound. 
To say “ ^ ’’ involves a contradiction in 

terms for, how can that which isf^^s: be unless 

you hold that one and the same Ig may have different aspects- 
This would be accepting the ‘ ’ (the doctrine of many 

aspects) of the Jainas! ( ‘ ’ 11. 19, 20). The 

author of the V rtti is here only repeating the view of older 
Buddhist commentators regarding the nature of the compound 
; for, as a Jaina he could have no objection to 

»n%3RT Read in the third line from the bottom of P. 59 qw-instead of 

P. 59 b If The term and its application explained, 

to 60 a fqt5i5Jifii=qtd defined elsewhere: “ 

*>3 tiqrstq fg : — Every Ig proves its own conclusion, it does 
P. 60 a. not disprove that of its rival. Consequently, every would be 
! This is a serious objection. Answer.' He who 
wants to prove of should first clear the way by 

disproving and vice versa. ( Read q^3 

). 

P. 60. ab tl5[ nM — The Buddhist’s criticism of by means of a 

dilemma. ^ W... The portion giving a 

similar dilemma against is missing in the ms. of the 

Pailjika. As a Jaina, who is the writer had both 

the gi^is*— against and 3Twqcq-at hand. 

5?n. sr. f. 3tHRr: Ii5|: &c. — The first argument is urged by the 
P. 26. ■Vais''esika, without disposing of the second which is maintained 
11. 22-25. by the Mimamsaka. 
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P, 27. 11. 1-4 &c. The two l^s pointing to two contradictory 

create 

sqfT. ST. f . t« &c. — The point which here arises and which is dealt 

P. 27. with to some extent in the text of the J^.Pr. also is this; 
11. 4-1 i. Do the two igs together make thisl^^ww, or each separately ? 

In the former case, of this has been already 

shown to be a case of etweiR®! ( see supra ). In the 

latter case, each is valid in itself, and there would seem 
to be no 

„1. 7. We hold the first alternative, and repudiate the 

view that in that case it is nothing but st’aiRR’n. The two 
aTtfiRRH and thus differ from each other:— ■“ 

attriR: aifliRRai:; qtwgmeji ( or 

(Vrtti P. 27 1. y ) i. e. 3t?liRR®i belongs to a single proposition; 
R^iRW^TRR. is contained in two propositions taken together. 

&c. — Panjika explains : — This Irww like the 
P. 60. b ( see above ) arises with reference to the person involved 
in the debate. The Vadin has to establish his own thesis 
and criticise the antithesis. ( In 1. 10 from the bottom, read: 

a«rfi?q pR &c. — The first proposition need not 
be definitely known as vitiated by the ifqRtitf. The parallel 
cited is that of ( difference of opinion or doubt ) 

arising from the knowledge of mere without the iq^iq. 

( In 1. 7 from the bottom for sqwiR'nisw read 

Dharmakirti omits from his list- I quote below 

the passage giving his reasons together with the commentary 
of Dharmottara thereon: II 5)3 

55I5Jii^I§fq I ’Irivl RRl'q# ?l RtSIRliRRI I 

qr Rtsi^rai uirjir^^ri^ wr sicJift^R'r ^ Rgi«Jir5Ji. 

RI=ElRI'i; I I ?t 5?^ * 

I II 3I3*I’*’^*1 i ^lei 

?i3URiR diS3HRR Riw: I anwRisw l(^RR3iiRid*iq: I 5iwra^- 
qRURRqjj: I citwR, ^ R^5?n*i=qirw»i^: I aflwfes f| 
g qq WRra jjr ^1^1=^ i^i«iwiR'»i: auioiRisq% 
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I 8# !I I I I 5« l| 

«Ei?: ii jj 5>ra 1 5Wi?i 

^«33Rrs I i 

I ^ ?n^5Jirac^ I Tcll^ m ?i 

^sRT?Ji^R>n ssncra ^ qfej)3!i qq f^: ^iii;i ajgqawi^ =^^5r- 
'nCT% I 5!qigq?w»iaqgq3»*i8^«l. i a^im q^<q»nqi5j|t5Tqii%qi5t 

I I l5^i:qis?qT »riq5?Rfif3II| I q ^ISsqi^^qiO I I ?! =qiJ3T tirlWRI- 

SSJjfiRl(t mwr: I 3T5t >1^ ^3??q. I m 51^ 3?t^?4r5^I>Ri 4 ^'^n: I 

^iq I 

Note the two ways of dissolving the compounds ‘ ’ 

given by Dharmottara, and recall the discussion in the Pafijika 
noted above. Dharmakirti’s reason for rejecting 
is that it does not fulfil the three conditions (liffq ) of a and 
cannot therefore enter its claim to be considered as a |g — in 
other words, such a ^ cannot be even so much as used in an 
3^w. A ig, again, is a ^^q|g, a 5l^ig or an aigq^swi^g; but a 
kg which is can be none of these. Thus, the kcqiflie under 
consideration has not even the look of a k3 ( Icqniio ). 

But a called RKi«qf^Ri has been mentioned ( by 

says Dharmottara. ) How is that ? Dharmakirti’s 
answer is that it has been mentioned as arising where the 
has for its basis not facts ( q^gqa ), but the word of a master 
( 3n>UT ). And after mentioning how the Jili^Ws sometimes go 
wrong he adds that thereby arises a possibility of 
which, to repeat, has no place in a q^gqaaf^ afpiq, but 
awflm. Dharmakirti then gives an illustration ( presumably 
that given by one whom Dharmottara has identified above 
with arrqw which runs as follows: 

qsii^iaq’ i 

mlqqpEiifiiiqmra i q<«qi%tqwqw5iiqqi?ferqi dk5i«(qi|?itq*iiq5i i qfk qr qq 
qtfe sqRimra ^Hi^gsqm; i versus ig^'lqlsiq aqiiii q|q 55 . 

?I5iiq««I^ q l qgqi sfqqfqgqiqt qj: | qiqavqg qiqg. 

sq^fq^rWiaRiq I with the result that 8iqq^qa*»iaqiq; 
qtwfqq^iq^tqqtk*^ ^*iiq ^rqqq: i 



Incidentally this passage has a hearing on the problem of the 
authorship of the Nyay8prave8'’a which we may briefly indicate. 
First, if Dharmottara’s word is to be accepted, and there is no 
reason why it should not be, we may well hold that the view 
which Dharmakirti is controverting is Dinnaga’s. Secondly, 
since Dharmakirti is not disposed to include in 

his list, and only excuses its mention by Dinnaga in the 
particular context in which it occurs ( see below ), the illustra- 
tion which he eventually gives may also be supposed to have 
been not originally his own but cited from some work of 
Dihnaga’s. Thirdly, it is certain that that work is not the Nyaya- 
praves^a, whoever be the author of the latter. For, the 
illustration given in the Nyayapraves'a is different ( 

versus moreover, the treatment of 

the work referred to seems to have been in the 
course of ' thoughts ’ arising in connection with ‘ atnww ’ 
( gg;-. \ which is 
not the case with the passage on occurring in the 

Nyayapraves'a. 

The illustration given by Dharmakirti has aiso a bearing on 
the relative dates of Pras'astapada and Dinnaga. In regard to 
that illustration Dharmottara remarks : “ 

I gnq*? I gsr 

Then, lower down he introduces the latter half of the illustra. 
tion with the words “ wa’Ti’T ” The illustration runs 

as follows s isdi^sfq s^inr i ci?r«fr 

ftrae t^fllfll RJ: 1 W*TI^ Now, 

recall the words of Pras'astapada in the paragraph on 
where he says : “ eruRtiw 

” This parallel can lead to but one of these two con. 
elusions, viz., either Dinnaga from whom Dharmakirti ig 
quoting the illustration took it from Pras''a8tapada or from 
some earlier writer of the Vais'esika school from whom Pras'asta- 
pada also borrowed his account of or, if Pras''astap^a is 
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positively later than Dihnaga, the latter had before him some 
earlier work of the same school. 

Another thing worthy of note is that the illustration of an 
additional variety of ‘ ’ discussed by Pras'astapada— 

which corresponds to the ' ’ of Dihnaga, but is 

not so named by him, as Dr, Randle supposes, but by his 
commentator ^ridhara, and which Pras'astapada introduces as 
the view of is different both from that which occurs in 
the Nyayapraves'a and that which Dharmakirti cites, presumably 
from some work of Dinnaga’s other than Nyayapraves’a, as we 
have seen above. It runs as follows : — ’t*!! ala 

I%TOfqr<Eq[i^IKI% flfl: 

(S'ridhara’s Nyayakandali p. 241.). In discussing the 
claim of this to be regarded as an additional variety of 
Prasastapada points out the possibility of construing it as 
a case of argugitii, what the author calls ‘ 

l | 



— Pras’astapada p. 239.); or as a case of ’ 

( “ g tr^-. Pras’atapada. )• 

Prasastapada’s illustration is evidently taken from an earlier 
Vais’esika work, and not from any work of Dihnaga’s; nor has 
Dihnaga, from whose work Dharmakirti has probably borrowed 
his illustration, taken it from Prasastapada. Both seem to have 
different Vais’esika originals before them. [ Dharmottara’s 
mention of and qs? supplies two of the missing links after 
Kanada and they are known in later books of the Vais’esika 
system as formulators of the theories of and fetira 

regarding the action of heat on bodies and their particles. ] 

To my mind as a special type of does not 

seem to have originated with Dihnaga, as is clear not only from 
the considerations set forth above but from the further fact that 
it does not harmonise with the terminology of the other varieties 
of mentioned by him; nor does it appear to be peculiar 

either to the Brahmana or to the Buddhist school of Indian 
logic. There are Buddhists who reject it, for example^ 
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Dbarmakirti; and there are Brahmanas who accept it, for 
example, Enmarila and the ' ’ of Prae’astapada. That the 

of Pras’astapada are not Buddhists is plain not only from the 
mild tone in which they are criticised, but also from the remark 
that the illustration of the proposed can well be brought 
under the head of ( =‘ ’ ) which is a variety 

of sfrainR^S. Had the been Buddhists Prasastapada 

would not have called the proposition afmuws, which is 
another word for 

Kumarila admits but notes also the differences 

of opinion which have prevailed on this point. Cf- 
“ i ^q?n^ qisei ii 

qwiiR5jfq> gq: | ' 

S’l. Vartika Anu. Par. vv 91a-92b. and the following gloss 

thereon i i 

I ?ii«iK<nis?irai^®ii«ii sHcJpa? q'n- 

i i 3 3tU5T5<i^qi5(t- 

‘ 5I?i: ’ |(g=a>fqJ3.— Parthasarathi. 

»?fT. sf. f. — Here begins the section on — with its four 

P. 27. 11 13. varieties. 

P 27. 1. 16. gq q^w: — The method generally adopted in the 

text is first to name the divisions and afterwards to illustrate 
them. 

qjq: qqtq ifqqqW^q — qqw is the Jaina word for 'rf. 

??rr. S[. Better read im 1 ai4 15 : for the sake of symmetry with what 

P. 5 . 1. 7. follows. 

r?n. ST. f. Read T^mqJl , and l#qdq‘’ 

P. 27. 

11 . 21 . 22 . 

faq5cqi%a sqRlRRI^Iqqicqifqra ^iqlg: I— For the distinction 

P. 60 b between ^*liq^3 and ^iqfs see N. Bindu II 16-18, Bib. Buddh Ed. 

P. 61 a Of the two 53s here mentioned sqRiiqRlCiq^ is really both 
sqw^3 and ^^ 3 , but friqRqra: which is a ^q>tiq|3 ( or rather 
the ^^5 must be “ ^qwq ) of fqRicq being already mentioned, 
5PRqpp?l<Riq5?qi3 may well be taken here as a qii^. 


9 



66 


may refer to 5R or and since in the 

present case we may take it as referring to the latter 

This interpretation is supported, 
says the author of the Pafijika, by precedents ( 

) i. e, as a — Pafijika ). 

ai'^fiJ^etc. is a good ig to prove 3TRf*t3. 

P. 61 a. 

5*IT. SI. f. sni — An objection is raised : According to the Mimarhsaka, 
P. 27 1. 23. who holds that is not fcWc? but belongs to 

and thus the Ig fails to ful61 the condition of 
P. 61 a. which means that it is an 8H%5 and not a 

31^^^ — Answer : It is not a rule that the must be a 
and that when the |g is not so it must be ar^ ( Read 
a^l^sf^fqqp, 61, 1. 11). For, such a restriction is not accepted 
by Acarya. Take, for example, the case in hand. ( aRi«nm- 

PIT. U. f . ^ ‘qRflfhsw i%r^ etc. Question: U nder the circumstances men tioned 
P. 27 1. 25. above, is not a case of |?qnTRf ? Answer : No; 
to P. 28 1.3. definitely proves the opposite ( i%5: — Read ret: 

instead of as printed in 1. 1 of p. 28. ), and consequently 
it is not 3T%3;. The ig is here put forward as iqqtq^m. 
If the kind of atreft which is to be found in is enough to 
make the latter sw^ifreq; too would be because 

in the illustration of the reret"! one can easily show 

that snrefq is stres as a ig of In fact, this is taking 9n%5 

in the widest sense of ^qrei^. 

5TIT. R. 1- etc. — Seco/id kind of 

P. 28. 1. 5. ” — is an argument of the Samkhya to prove the 

existence of anre^:.. But the |g — would not stop 
there. It would also prove that the ulterior something — eri^ipi^- 
was a i. e. an organised being, which is contrary to the 
Samkhya doctrine about the nature of aiire:!. . 

Cf. ^raqTi4fqi5 i gwsire :qlfi*nqT^ %q?s!itq 

I Samkhya-Karika. 



67 


ef. gjnasi'T, i^5:«m'!?iwra«n 

[ =lf^q;a; \ =qi5n>ilff?i^: 

3^ # ^33 ( «f. ?i. 1-^^ ) i%^i'^a^3 5pi’i*n^**ra«*it*is 

« Sffaa?«l^?nw«l: 5 ?Jn 5 ] II 55 n?II: 

«5cI5I<W«li ?gl, 51 c5tl«fn5W55|«l?liBl?TR sfa g^isfi:, clWl^l. W 

I i55i?i 8Jii igaiiil^w^fqifi: i apiJirasm: I «gieii5ay- 
If ci^qifq ?i^ri^c^i?[, 35)iiq «^rii53V«ia5i gJi i 

SI ^ 5?iq?s!iiqt g?iin5iwi ^cq5i!>\i<5iaaf Jiin^i 5i =q am<nqf>5! 

|ia 5^ I i ?gi5a?ga^«ufi5d^5i tqfqiJnfl’sg^is 

?rqf3)ftifli=4^3g^: i fcgqqn^^ jqraJtimqRiRq^^r^tJiw^niivi:— Samkhya X. 
Kaumudi. Cf. a^fl^^Ji^gimsii%5tiifq qiw «|c5iqiii^<^<5i; Yoga- 
Sutra IV. 24. qtta'f 3 ( 5 : e5f?^iR(gi<l-II. 20 Yoga.-Bhasya. 

qi’q>s4 JRi I qRi4 =qg«f^5if darai'g5i5«%<i. 1 qi^i^ 
d«iqRR^ vfiraqiMriHtp 1 wrir aRi aRis^araswra qR^iR, 1 aig^ciqv^R ^ 
ds^arsiq ^ l sRifiRq^q ^ a«3SRf 1 ” Kumarila’s S’l Vart 
Anu vv 104 b 107a explained in the gloss as follows: “ 3*i*f- 

RWrag^If^R I cRR I ^ifUSlRf affSIRR'^ Sfltg fll«f2rciw4 SRR: I 

ffll qi^R^ ^sll qt: ?r swq^^Rf^aR: 1 ^sirai^ ?i'fq^5R5wanRq;aii^[R4; 1 
3151 mqiqdR ^ra ^i^ifi # 1 i?R5iiRg g^n^Rq^qRltqRi*?!?! =a 

sjfiR: g ^g^ifRwfq g|^qi^i4eRJiif^gRfl|3aq aifil: *afq?5i* 

i%j?i5i^quiRR ara qRi4 ^qiwfflfq :qgn?Rt 
aigaR I ira^q Rfirra Bj^iara 1 g^ci^qqtRseiWRi^tiRJiia; afRla- 
R^iRqRi4ttRlJTd 51 [%s^i 9idi 5i RiqRRfqaRqi^isRra — ^Partha- 
sarathi. For a defence of the doctrine of antJH, and of one 
of the arguments on which it is founded— 
qRJugsni^qt^ — see the Introductory portion of the Nyayavartika on 
N. S. III. (Ben. edn p. p. 344-46), and the N. V. Tatparyatika. 

rJIT. SI. f . sRqsii igsgi^araiqfqi &c. — Read aaisiqqiaqa^ifr: The purpose of 
P. 28, 1. 8. the stgflR is to prove the existence of eriRsi^ as a principle 
beyond gqier. If the argument can only prove a d|ci ariR!!,, the 
atgJtR fails in its purpose. 

„ 1. 9. 5151 5qtl|5if qi &c.“Definition of ^qiri. 

„ 1. 14. ^5RqfiTq=?iiq5]qtqqiq — What is organised is composite. In 

q?tq=airR5i5, in connection with 8iufl5i=^^=q^%fiRii^flf,; 
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P.28.1. 20. — This seems to be in the Vrttikara’s text of the 

N. Pr. after 3flq5Tlsqw^Rl^. 

stn. R. f. sTif etc. is defined as that which exists in only. How 
P. 28, does that general definition apply to the present case ? 
11. 20»22. Thus : the of V ( eticR^to be proved ) is and 
certainly belongs to the latter. ( 

# I? &c. ) 

qf^^T wm: etc. — Explanation of 3TRHi4aT (PaQjika)> 

P. 6 1 b. but it is evidently the subject of proof in the where 

P. 62 a. it is put forward. But the and not 3Ti3ti4c^ is proved 

because ‘ Jiafe®:’ The point 

of the Ic^wra consists in this : ‘ eifiq? 

’ (Panjika). In PaQjika p. 621.3 — supply 

before fflt:. 

3 &c. — 'This is no doubt a better interpretation 

of atW. 

? &C.— The definition applied: “ 

( Pafijika ). 

tj5(q^^ — tgi=the text of the N. Praves'a. 

sqr. f . Next, we come to qnl^^Rqfra. W fi etc.:— This is an 

P.28 1. 23. argument of the Vais'esikas. 
to P.311.2. 

P. 2 1. 28. &c. — The principles of the Vais'esika system here 

to P. 29 1. 8. summarised may be read in any manual of the system such 
as ttiarti, &c. 

qT%^T m ( Vrtti p. 29 1. 8. ) q^i^g &c.— The Panjika here 
P. 62 b gives a more detailed summary than that contained in the 
to P. 67 a Vrtti. It is virtually a reproduction of passages from the 
Prasdstapada’s Bhasyaof the Vais'esika System 

sqi. q. I . ff *ira; (fee.— This is to show how fl'rK (the ) is a 

P. 29, 1. 9. q^i^ outside the groups of 3®r and 5^. cf. 
to p. 30, 1, 6. ” Vais. Sfitra. I. ii, 8, 
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(1) “ ^ ” I (called ‘»n^’ in the text) is not a 

because it is wanting in the characteristic mark of a which 
is that it should be made of many ^s ( ), or of no 

( X but never of a single constituent ). Likg 

tifit resides in each and nothing which resides in a 
single can be a itself. But ?ifll does reside in each 
single Therefore, it cannot be a According to the 
Vais'esika a is without a constituent or has many 
constituent ?*^s, but never a single (unitary) constituent 
for example, 3TT^T5i, and "iwias are S«Ts 

devoid of constituent ?«*rs, while bodies such as 5^3? (duads), 
(triads), etc., are possessed of many constituent — 
viz. the parts of which they are composed. But the 
fulfils neither of the two conditions : it is that is, it 

exists in a single ^ in a single cow — no less than 

in many cows ; and it is, therefore, not a 5®^. 

(2) 3 ^ *nr. ” I ?itii (‘»n^’ ) is not a 3’’'. For, it resides in 
a 3'Ji. A 3'n can never reside in a 3 ^ 1 , 3'Ji8 being themselveg 
W3'^. 

(3) ‘‘ ^ ” I tiflf ( ‘*n^’ ) is not a w. For, it resides in a 

A cannot reside in a ^u=I,s being themselves 

This fluid conception of which was held 

by the old Vaisesikas is endorsed among later writers by 
Kesavamis''ra in his Tarkabhasa. 

" we? # — Vais'. Sutra I. ii. 3. " tiTJTR rg[%? 

cRUtt ^ 1 a5f tiTii I atqt g 

nttr I qt 5 ^iiftrsq ra^eiiiinq 55*ra ^i«n ?icqq 

uqt raiiqsm: I sur ^ fq^tqfqn i 

Upaskara on V. S. I. ii, 3. '* tiwsqfjq i » V. S. I, 

ii. 4. " 3'^t4 =q ”“V. S. I. ii, 

“ 8pJi5[P$I-4--qt f^qwr; ” V. S. I. ii. 6. “ f^qt 

i>’ Upaskara, ibid. “ qai 
tn ” V. S. 1. ii. 7. " ” V. S. 

J. ii. 8. “ it 3 ?5q3'Ji«flwr: iqnnq^ ^irir ;)i3^s# ?rar | 
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^ qaiti, i ^ ^13^ 

1 % 8 ni I I g^r ^|»i?ii 1 asji ^ 

3 i 3 »ra^i 3 *i^^m 5 «ifli«Jn^ ras^i^ \ 

5 i^p% 3355 i^ I ^asfi^ pi«i 55 1 ^ ^ ?ifn 1 sqTRWWJig»nntj. 1 

q?i3»ra g--i lq 1 aiqgJil^tq ^q^^^gJirisqqiR^^i 5 nt 55 ii%%ifq 
>raii II ” Upaskara, ibid, ^ wqm q 5®!: ’’ V. S. L ii. 9 . 

“ q 15 ^ q qt 5®n 3®ig q qi ?5q 3®i q 4 i®i qi 1 a 5'®! ^ 4 i®t 

q qla qq ? 5 q 3 ®iq;fi^iqit«n fiilq ?itit ii ” Upaskara, ibid. “ gwr^- 
fqwqFqq q 11 ” V. S. I ii 10. “ q^ ?iTir 2®i: qw ^i?t, ^qi 
^iwijqiqgqqqi ^qiq; I q q qriiqt qmijqfq^qi ^^qfqiqq aqawifg i q (§ qq^ 
qfir ^q qq; qi% Iqliqqgqq: 1 ” Upaskara, ibid, 

" qrqpq fliqq q^qt q aigqraaFqqqiRqn 1 qq q^ ?i?ii qin%iqFqiq 1 qi 
qrgq^q ig<qis[ ^iwi-qqq 1 qsqtqigq^q^qrqqqFqiii: qq «ii|^iq spiq,qiqi^ 
q^iqwicqwrq 55qq I ” P. Bhasya. 

" rgiqq q^qq^ q I ^qfqqqqqqgqiiiqiFqqqqqqi% qqrgq|'qRq^qq;qigq- 

qa<qqqnK ^qwqqqiqRgqqjqq qqqiqqgq%icqqqi?®m 1 1 qq ^rnqmM 

q»qgf flScqq^OTqq I qqi q^^q^Tqmg q4q§(q;iq55nqtq?^qiqia?5qi(fl^g;qiil 
q'ia qlsswra Scqqigqm: qqi q<wfqi?igg5«i3qq;^(Fqfqi%si qqjaiqra aFqqigf^; 
qr qiq1'q(i:s%q|qrRf qTiqqijq< qt qqi% iq^r 1 q?npqfqiq: stqfqra 
a 5 qqig|i%: I qwq w qwRqq 1 arqt 3 Fgqi% 5 qi|i%l 5 ^q; 

SWR I I tjqifq a sFsqtqiqiiq aqqiqqq?qiq; amijqq qmijqiw 

^qiqqfqqiq^cqi^cqr iqqiqiw^ra 11 ” P. Bhasya. 

“ ^q qqiv^ q? q^i qrqr q5raiqi;q{in% qi^qq • 5«qtqi?iqFq^qiqirqiq^qi 
q|(iqqqFqtq,i sTq^qrqifq 55 q?qi^ 1 gqq qwisqlqqiq i^qfq 2qq%qq 1 aqiii 1 
qsqjq qq§ ?«qg qqqiq^qiq; qtquqq;, gqq:q 5 qi|?iiqi%qiq:, qq: 
qtqijqi^q lfq 1 tjq ^sqj^^jq^qi qiq^Fqnqqiqq?, qqqgqt qa(qiiqq.jj, 1 trq 
qgiWt 5®ig i^3®i?q qiUM q«iq;q¥qr sqiq^^ iqiiq: 1 qq gqiqiq^jjr 
qiq?qiiq^ qqq^qi ql^Scquq^l l^q qg§ q^g qqqiqFqfFqjqFq 
^oqgq-vqf sjuq^^qriS^q: I ^q ^^qiw'l'^qqtqnq'R 1^*1 II qq qqi 
q6qg®iq;q¥qrsmfqt ^qr gqi^q qq;, s^qq i q qsjj q?ir 
q?5;®qtqiq; trl^wq; qsq qqwq^nqFqq: ?«qcqqq i qqr S5q?q qq§ 
a?q^ qqqiq qsq q qqfq i% guqjq iq^qa^q ^sqeqqq gq qrnfq i 
fl 9T?5q qi qsq arqqqsq qt [5°qq[. i qqi5®q qsqqi^nii fqq euwR: 
qwiqq: l wqi^sq 3 Sqg^nq^qiJsr: 1 g ^sqqq q qqfq I gqjsqq^T 

^1% 5 ®q 55 ^qjq 38 jq;qiw s«qjn ^iq q gq; fi^r, q«i«qqiqiq 3q(qqf]^i qi^ f| 
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m 5«i: wi. ^ ?if| g5ii i i g goig i gi^ 

?ra srar^: i ^ i =q fifit ^ 


w§ I R55fi5^ra[. ^irnm,! ^3=^ ^flg*ira: i srara; 1 <i^sirr 


'B^iu” Manibhadra’s Com. on Sad-Dars'-Sam. pp. 61-62. 


“ s«iiRsigfra5Rirj)|gc3i3. 3wt:9*i^g'33 1 9 

ffsrrdt^^i g^inr^t sjnfi%sRJT9li33r 1 33isq? 


gmRraaqeni 5WJra ^wRiqgq^iqi 3 iq^«q3 


Gunaratna’s Com. on Sad-Dars'-Sam. p. 276. 


“ q< 33 : qi|: I 3iflR miqg jq^wwR 3W3WI54 9 1 

39 friram^i q^^qfq qstwg q^iqfqgTs^iR 1 iqq^mrasgismiiq 1 

3 WRmq 3 mi ;4 g 55^5311% 11 ai;*! 5319^3 1 mq^i^sc^iR 93 t i 3 wr 
5HR3It3 I 9tqR3ra5i3: ?ft3l(3n3I3 I «f1I3l3i 5«qg>J1^4«f: 

q3i4tJ3^53 f%5il I ” ibid. p. 277. 


ewR-Generality — the principle of the co-ordination of indivi- 
duals under one head. One would suppose that the highest 
point to which the generalization could be carried was q3i9i3 
embracing all the qqi^s in one group. But this is not the Vais’, 
view. Certain categories he sets aside as incapable of possess- 
ing 9WR in the real sense of the term^ — which, according to 
him, belongs to only three categories, viz., ?63, g^ and 


The Vais'.-Naiyayikas, therefore, distinguish %ti3 from sqrfg. 
( For this and 3^ and 3T’3'>9 sqTr^s see Muktavali and 
Nilakanthi. ) 


The highest 3mR he calls 33J, also 3r3 ( cf. Vais'. Siitra. I. ii 
4, WSgiW3 Igt3l3, 3RR33 ) which, be it noted, dees not mean 
Existence simply, but Existence cafi'ied to the hi(]hest possible 
point of generalization, which stops at the collective group 
of g^ and 93, and cannot go beyond it. This 33T is 
otherwise called ’ (except when it is used in the 

wide;' sense of the commonalty of all the seven q^fls) 
because it is the highest 3t3R3 ,0 which real generalization 
can be carried. ?«?c3, g'na etc., are lower than this, but are 
higher than etc., and are called 3?q?3miJ3s. An 

sTR^WT^if is not only a 3i3i3q, but also a I35I3 — inasmuch as 





it co-ordinates its individuals in a group and differentiates them 
from those of other groups, and is, therefore, called 

??IT. U. f . ^5 3115— Just as you argue fliw: r«Et(5JiciT?ll<i:” 

P. 30, 1, 6 one can also argue J— “ ^ ” 

„ 1. 10 It may be noted that the ?3Pci here ( ) is not included 

in the for, is a ^ ^ ^ejt^ m-- 

i. e. 

g'n:...»i^h...j»Mra/w mutandis. 

^T. ir. f . The general definition of i^5 is . In 

P. 30, 1. 16 the Tia^T ( P. 68 a ), for read 

qi^i ^sqii^wi: a«u>icir*t ) tqq^: ssqiqii^i 

P. 68 a i (Panjika) which is a ?iwp^iiq§q 

is that is, 3i-*ira. As the Paiijika sums upJ “ *liq^q^ 

?i¥iR: ^?RRri^q?qt<i|5f ?t%^^sii|qq?ia fqtsa^'qai i ” 

?i|T. sf. f. arn-BTJfflregra fiig^ &c. It is urged that the Buddhist does not 
P. 30, 11. 17 believe in and therefore this is a case of 3ti«r2fi^5-a variety 
-19. of 3Tfe55 and not i%5. 

The Buddhist position is: ^Rs^rmf^ 

P. 68 b. ^nlfsfet (Panjika.) 

,, ^ g:u &c. — The Buddhist criticism of in the form of a 

dilemma: wq: <&c. Is existing (9'l)ornot existing 

( 3t0fl ) ? If the latter, it is like and cannot impart existence 

to any other thing such as g®i, If the former, here is 
another dilemma for you to answer: Is its own existence innate 
or derived ? If it be innate, the existence of other things 
such as 5[®q etc. may as well be supposed to be innate, and there 
is no necessity for assuming a distinct reality called which 
imparts existence to all things. If it be derived from some 
thing other than itself, the position will be one of 
regressus ad infinitum. Moreover, there is no 5nn®i to prove 
its existence. Unless it is perceived as external it cannot 
be supposed to be an external reality 

•nrJtpqi?!: ). If it is internal like gJi &c. it reduces itself to mere 
=q 31 ^ %# R 2 qaf% s^sRwg g sjifejfra- 

*n3ig?j3RWra ). There is, therefore, no such independent reality 
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like universal being ( ) distinct from the particulars. 
Question : di| ^ «nfn wfcf: an^nitfq ^ 

qi I There must be something objective to 

account for the subjective feeling. Answer : We do not deny 
that there must be something objective to account for the subjec- 
tive feeling* What we say is that that something is not snfq 
but sqra, not the universal but the particular. Question •• How 
is it that only certain particulars give rise to the notion 
p. 69a of a certain stira, and not all ? Answer : That difference 
lies in the nature of things. Certain drugs cure a certain 
disease, and cot anything and everything. In the 
same way certain particulars ( sqwis ) give rise to a certain 
notion of generality (sfelq a^sqiqji^siraflrai 

5?n. sr. f . i qtqtRra; I The Siddhantin admits the force of the 

P. 30. criticism and explains that his example fliq: etc. is intended to 
11 19-21. illustrate fqw which is defined as ' » of fliq although 

the real existence is a dogma of the non-Buddhist, and not 
his own. One and the ftime example can illustrate several 
qiqs whose varieties it is intended to show. Therefore, it dose not 
matter if the given illustration of is also one of atwiras. 
This is explained in the Panjika. 

P. 69 ab qq stqistqiras According to us, Buddhists 

it is no doubt a case of But it is given here 

as an illustration of iqt^i from the standpoint of other 
schools. Moreover, it is to be noted that from different stand- 
points one and the same example can illustrate different 

»«n. SI. 1 . 3iT5-'^q fqwwq: ^tqq &c.— Read ^rq fqtiqiq: for qqqiqt5«iiq: It 

P. 30, 1. 22 is clearly explained in the Pafljika ; — S!5qRqiiq?gl?fl^ 

tn^q^T fq^qqtrqqt qqi^q l%q^...9Tqq5i »qqiq: I gq^liq l^i^^TqtSq^qlqqjqf 

P. 69b qsRiqqtqftqqiqiqi fqq®^ ^qiaietc. qqift— wqw. f?i*Rqra: qsqfqfq qisq 
*iqrn resi^gqqqs [ for gsr^^qq: we may read iq^t^gqqq; ] ^iqisqq. 
laq# qiqqV-qqisqqw^qcq aiqqra aqi 5i^q<lq qm«qiiqwiq 
9tn. n. f. i qqift-s^qhiq q^ qiqq^ qqt qaqqfqjq: [gsq:,] 

P. 30 ^qi fci^5qT<^ qsqq: qmlsqtra \ q qqm'q^. im siqK-. — If on the 

11. 22-25 strength of the example qaqq; you urge that qisq will 

10 
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have to be regarded ae 'TW ( baked^ manufactnred by 
heat ), which is absurd ( ), we shall meet that absurdity 
by taking as our example and thereby deduce qz 

being not a baked article like And so long as the absur- 
dity ( iqw ) is not so removed, we are prepared to regard the 
case as one of l in the Pafijika for read 

as . in the Vrtti ] i 

[ Read ti«n% for ci*ii!q-jqt. a. 1. 1, 23 ] siHcq: [ The 

text of the Vrtti is here corrupt or elliptical. Better read 
for qf«*i?qift, ] ^rsqcqiqjf: fitra^qipqa- 

qi!R?aiJcii?ctttiiWm; ^ etraqw =qr*gq»iKici ^q— N. Pr. 
Vr. 11. 23-25. The Panjika explains how the other example 
— that of q2 as against ^2 — removes the iq^^: — 'q 
tliijfra: q qw’q qtq>q4 »iqra qqi qz i aitg qil qsqq; 

tpgqqrsiq qisq ira. ( Pafijika ). All this comes under the 
‘ auras ’ of the Brahmana Nyaya. ( See N. S. Adh. V, I. ) 

f. ^ tit^(%5-The case under consideration, viz., q qiq 

P 31. 1. 1 ^f([«iq?qt<t,qsq5qqq;, howevtr, differs from the case of qrqsq: qisq: 

f tratqra. inasmuch as f q^fq exists in qiqq as well as siqiqq things, 
whereas 't?5®qq'fq is confined to qtq. 

W. JI- f. We next come to qwmqiqqtiqqm i qiq:=?mT is the its i^q: 
P. 31. 1, 3. is rcatqq^lsq. The text of the N. Pr. is clear. In the preceding 
variety of fqS5 viz. «rt^^qi^qqtqq the illustration was qiql qrq 
«^q q etc. Here the illustration is qiq: qcstqqqiq'r q qqra etc. 
a of the being substituted for its tq?q. 

qfllfn ^ratqqsqq &c. — The well-known argument of the NySya- 
P. 69 b VMs’esika for establishing their doctrine of qfW-the — 

P, 70 a which exists primarily and really in qsq, 3^, and only, and 
is predicated secondarily and without any logical justifica- 
tion, of qrqpq, qqqra and i^. 

5tn. SI. Igt^r: — Here begins the third and last division of 

P, 5. 1. 20 mqqrqre viz. qsrsqwiq ?eira (Example) may be by qiq*q or ^>4, 
that is, it may be (A) similar or (B) dissimilar to the q^. And 
so also is lerrawiqt (A) similar and (B) dissimilar. The first of 
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P. 7. 1. 9. these, that is, Similar example which is 

fallacious' — is of five kinds ! — 

(A. 1) e. g. fit?!: Here the eap^r, viz. 

qwtg, possesses the viz. but is lacking in the 

?iniHqq viz. ai#3, q^Jii55 being (=i%3nqn: ««} 

Br. Ny^ya ) and not qwqf^=»nwq^. 

(A. 2) e. g. R??r: Here the 

viz., 5^ possesses the viz. but is lacking 

in the viz. RcJIR, |fs being and not iflW. 

(A. 3) 3¥rqi%3— subdivided into 33, and ara^. Thus, (a) f^sr: 5i5![! 

aig;i{q|ici: 3233 has a ?2(f3 which possesses neither 313334 viz. 
ai#c3, nor 31^333 viz. Wc3R, 32 being 33 and aif^R, and is 
therefore 333i?35 ?SI^I3I3. But it is an 333II35 which is 33 , that 
is existing or real. (b)f3?3: 3®?.’ 3l33c3i'l ari^i^q^-Here the 581^3 
33^13 is something that does not exist at all according to the 
Buddhist, and consequently so far as he is concerned he will 
have to treat it as a ?glJ3i3i3. It is bound to be a33n3S, that 
is, aif %5 in the matter of both, 313333 and 3i3f33. Note that the 
illustration can be modified into aiRR: 3®^: 3^3;, anqit333 so that 
the ?8IJ3 noay appear to be both 3133333*35 and 3i«333'if35 even 
according to those who regard anqira as real, but it is not so 
modified because we have to illustrate a ?SRi which is ajgij;. 

( A. 4 ) 313J33 — where the ai!33 i. e. positive concomitance of 
3133 and 3i«3 is not stated, but only their co-existence 
or togetherness (3|3i3:) is said to belong to the ?aiJ3. Thus, 
if instead of saying 33; f3% 33i3t3 33i 32: you say 32 f tWi3- 

3f3i3:3 3 ?S3,, your 58153 is lacking in 81533631% and is therefore 

813533 581531313. 

(A. 5) 1*335131533 — When the 31533 that is the positive concomitance 
is enunciated conversely and therefore wrcngly. Thus, 
if instead of saying 3(f366 331313 583; you say 331*313 3if93> 58, 
you reverse the order of the 3133 and the 3i'ai, and therefore 
pf the ®3i«i and the 63133 ;, and thereby commit a fallacy, 
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We have similarly five kinds of isis?n*TO. 

(B. 1) ?ii«jn«nfa — that is, the from which is not absent 
( 5!nfft ). Thus in wf«f: 5is^: where the «IHH of 

sgT'ft is 2 f«rt qwig: the viz. is 

absent from <RJTi5s ( q?m<^tJ3[, ’ see supra) but the?q'aisi4 
viz. f^JTcq is not, qwi38 being Re?? ( ‘ qwiopm’)- 

(B. 2) ^ri'wroJjTlrl — that is, the iSPa from which er’W’W is not absent 
(55Tl?ri). Thus, in RR: where the «in% of 

is q«[RR Ji«n the viz. si^R is not 

absent from q;4 ( ‘ 3?g:3Ritt sba'Ji: ’ ) although the viz. 

RRR is, ^4 being not RR but aiRR. 

(B. 3) that is, the ?8IR from which neither the 

nor the ?lR3«i4 is absent. Thus, in RR: aitqimiqfi; 

it cannot be said that the ??IRq4 and RSRg^ viz. 
RRR and 3i^R are absent from WSBra so long as the 
Nyaya-Vais’esika is there to assert that snqiRi is a 
reality possessed of RRcq and at^R. 

( B 4 ) aTRR^^ — that is, where the Rr^^sBRiiH i. e. negative conco- 
mitance is not stated but only the absence of the 
and un=RHt4 is said to belong to tbe fgpcl. Thus, instead 
of saying ^IRR 3 ^RR 3 »Rra ( =q^'4cq ) qsir va; if you 

simply say ^ IpcWRRtq R, it is a case of ?SIR wanting 
in RRRiRn'H ( 3TRra?5 SgrRtRRT ) r%t^R=RR«RT*nq and 
RR. RR Ri^JraiqRRfRr i. e. without enunciating the 
Rli% of RRWR and RRARR [ Read in Ri. a. p. 7 1. 7. «l|lR for 
Ri;4R which is an evident misprint. One ms. {S) reads rrr g i|iR 
R, another (N) sn^RR R ^Ir r in the body of the Vrtti while 
3ii.§cqRRRR in the text of the N-Prave’sa. ] 

(B. 5) — where in enunciating the RR^Rrin, the order of 

the ^^^R!Rq and ri'RTRr is reversed. Thus, in RR: 51 r: atg;,lRR; 
the proper RR^Rnn is R^RR RRjaH ( RRIRR R«RIRq:}). But if 
you say a^RcRR. you commit the fallacy of i^fra Ri^^qi— 
reversed absences. “ RiRRiq^RRi i| RRRUniRRa i srurrri- 
?ciRii|q<iR: SRRR ” — S'l. Vart. A. Pr. vs. 121a, 121b. 

The list of the “Fallacies of the Example’' given by Suguira in 
bis sketch of the logic of Dinna (Dinn^a) and S^amkaraavarniq 



77 


is the same as that given above, together with the illustra- 
tions. The Fallacies of the Homogeneous Example 
( ) are : — 

(1) The fallacy of Excluded Hetu ( ), 

(2) The fallacy of Excluded Predicate ( ), 

(3) The fallacy called Excluded Both ( ), 

(4) The fallacy of Absence of Connection ( ), 

(5) The fallacy of the Inverted Affirmation of the Example 

( ). 

The Fallacies of the Heterogeneous Example ) are 

(1) Included (TJnexcluded) Predicate, 

(2) Included (Unexcluded) Hetu ( €l’?5iRfi|w, ) 

(3) Both Included (Unexcluded) ( ), 

(4) Absence of Disconnection ( ); and 

(5) Inverted Negation of Heterogeneous Example 

It will be noticed that the order of (1) and (2) in the second 
group here is the reverse of that of the corresponding 
fallacies in the first group, as enumerated in our text. So 
also in T’ and Ch. T’ has the same order both in the first 
and the second group. ( See N. Pr. Part II G. 0. S. p 21 
Comparative Notes on P 5. 1. 20.) 

Dharmakirti’s first three and the last in each of the two 
groups ( 91*^14® and ) are the same as those in Nyaya- 
praves'a, except that he omits the word and paraphrases 
oeiRra by and by which makes no 

difference in sense. But, between the third and the last in 
each group, he adds a new set of three ^si^autr^Js based on 
viz., and and one 

more distinguishing from in the list of 

^il«inR2l??irw?rs and from in the list of 

Thus he has nine ?liw?8i'5n*iie8 and ning 
instead of five and five of the N. Praves'a. (see 
N.Bindu, Bib. Buddhica Ed. pp. 87-93. Dharmakirti’s list is 
adopted in the Nyayasara of Bhasarvajfla, and in the Pramap, 
nayatattvalokalamkara of Yadi-Devasuri, a Jaina, 
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EumSrila Bbatta’s list of ia the same as that given 

above (see S'lckavartika, Anumana Pariccheda vv 107b etc.) 
He first mentions the two which in the N. Pr. are called 
and and then the three corresponding to the other 

three of the N. Pr. called by him ‘ ?n«T-l3-3¥R His 

illustrations are substantially the same as those of the N.- 
Praves’a. cf . “ i wq) 

Ria i” S'l, V. A. P. vv. 115- 
116a. Cf. further 3 ci5#fl3^3 3^93 ^g^-ibid, vl28a. 

In coming to the question of illustrating he 

discusses at great length the fundamental question of the 
place of and in the process of Inference 

and criticises the Buddhist view on the subject. In explaining 
the nature of ‘ ’ he speaks of ‘€i%JT’ or ‘ ’ as 

distinguished from ‘ssniH’. 

Pras’astapada has six ?arJcn*iras which he calls ‘ R^raras his 
addition being atwrf^s under each of the two heads — 
and cf. 

I JI«n Jwraiiti, 3«tl 

?!?[?«} %% I -where anwras is added and illustrated by 
cw: [ snfl SI f%i^% I s: ?ii«!fttmsi^«iifH: ai«ig ? Com. ] 

cf. also !■«¥ 

where again the added is ati^t^nwi. The others in both 

the lists are substantially the same as those in the N. Praves’a. 

Siddhasena Divakara, the anther of the Nyayavatara ( a Jaina ) 
has six under each of the two heads which he does not fully 
enumerate, assuming that the word ‘ may suflSce to suggest 
them to the reader — the three that are omitted from each 
being those connected with and respectively. ( see 
Nyayavatara vv 24-25) The reason given by the commentator 
Siddharsigani' — for their omission is interesting: — 

I I qieif 51 §q5ftai^a>i?i^?a5?iuine|. 

jRii^Jiwra giqsiiqn i si lasanti^ *ii^35i|ra i f| 

531% 51%n^ t3T35P33T ®|53I»I'?I: t3^13If.t<ilI3 j 
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’I’d 3 ^ 

j? ?SIia^ 11% I S^^«l^flraiRl 5IHl5Rls(^f|3«^ I 

^iJ^iRtl;: i ^ n ^i^sfq qi^: i aii^a^iwif^ i ?wi 

ara^f?rai^w(t?iRj(m ^ ?gi^ra 5 if i spaJJia^sii^Jt %q^- 

^ I ci^agitmiN isisriWflaiaqisiJt 5 i(? 5 i?ii i 

I sif^ra^sfq TO«tigjn^ i 

51 3gR?tat^«w^i 1 3 T^ ?Bifcn*n?ii^aii^'ct ^ a^ qs^onqizaT^^isiq jsifai- 
wsi qmr; 1 a«ni 5 — qi^'nqi 2 q 5 j|ra^ 5 iiniq a q^jRJiM i^sq'nini'i 
sroa^ir a^q5TJiwiqia:i icqreif araa; ii "^i^siq ?gi?aiwai^tisfq5^nifqa5fi 
#at: I a?i«rT-3!s?ira^: 8Ta^raa«ira>q;; tqqCta«ira\^%Ta i ^swi- 
fiRg'ai?qi?i ^^(^as^ir: i a«n^— ajsqfa^wqiia:. . ai^n^raaR 

IS^qfqiil I 5n^ i| sapaaaaq aifa^qi: araqiga a^ a«nrq*Rims4%?5!)EJr 
a^^itgat 5^ I a i ai^fRiq5«iai'naq>naai’>iiil^^W'>iaqi^ai§ 

?3(5dqi^wi<i; I a ar a ?b: a a^aia a aaa^ia a^a«u#- 
aapisafa^w w'ara i aiiaagnai awi^asaiaspa^a lail^a a 
sBiJcFOTa I aaisq^raasafa^qj-raqiiasa^tqiiaiq a'^as'^w i aaiafiai'Raia; i 

iatroasara^^aalia a a a^at aw 1% ai| * i aaafaiasai- 

%«55^aiwaiawr 1 % a ^qt aaaiaai a^aar*a|a ^wgaiaan^ wa 
^Sa^amaia; ai'aaAa: qfl«figmaiaaicsJq ^safaqiaa^a ^asaq, ‘%irt 
ai^ l3[a i| ^aa:’ ?ta aaaia. aai fa«?aw aalaai Ifct^aia^a raaia- 
taf^i«iTa%: aJRaasPaiaraa'fcia'iq ^a!q?6aiiaaaa?aaiai3awf^laai'a i 
sTRiiat aia^ 1 asRi^a araaiaaacaaia^gqaaia; 1 3?^5«wia^m: — apaa^a- 
fa^iq%^ a^qiarea a ?Bi5aa5a>Si#i asaiag aiaaf aiais^aasaTa^a^ai^ 
asis^siaaiasa: i aa^ a?aqa\a#iii aaiaiaara as q^la^aiagsm: 1 
aaraaail^^afaiaaaqafasaia^ asiiaiaiw a ar^a^ 1 % a^? i 
a’f^agcai 1 aiat ai^atg 1 aaiwa^a laaaiaa^saaiiaiaata^^a^ 
faiasaiamaqs^Ra aiaiaia^iKSw 1 aiaasiqisaiiatauaaai laiat ara- 
%>;^ai^ 11 One point of the above criticism that fallades 
which are under consideration are ‘ aaiaiaagta ' and not 
' a^aa ’ — that is, they arise from the fault of the man and 
not the thing, in other words, that they are only formal and 
not material—is admitted by the Buddhist logician. But this 
is how he meets the attack : " a^q fra q?: sraqiafaasq: 1 a^ aw 
a 5^ a^ aaifq aaaii |a #ai^ l^a 1”; "ara^acraa a pinq af^ai^aii 
awwairaaisfq a^q^rara a^a; 1 qtiwgwa a a^aadaia^sra— ■ 
that is to say in q^ialaaia even a formal fallacy is a fallacy. 
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Another point in the criticism is that a certain fallacy is not 
a but a This objection is logically more 

serious. The observation of the commentator of the S'loka- 
vartika on the point is : “ Jim rwift 

?8PaiS?q 

«irai%i: I Ji If ?giJ^g ”— 

Com. ST Vart. v 117. It may be further noted that 
Kumarila, although he follows the older classification of aimra 
which makes a special class of seiJfimWs, sees that the trouble 
throughout arises in regard to the «TT%: — ” ^n«f|gjuri«?i%^c5n<j; 
qwnici: I ...^»niq?qisjn g «ii% q i ” 

«n. sr. f. 3ira5-.=qn^=^ (S'l. Yartika)=m55 ( N. Bindu) Read “ qg 
P. 31, 1. 16. fqgiJ^ gg f^qisregstiuWr # i q i qisdmuqif^l q^iqii^ ” 

to ( 11. 17. 19. ) Ordinarily, the adjectival past passive participle 
P. 33, 1. 9. should come first in a Bahuvrihi compound, but in the group 
<T^9)T. of the words em^ann etc.-which is elastic — it may optionally 
P. p 70 b precede or follow the noun: thus, we may say etw^nfla: or 
to 73 b en^aifw:. Similarly, ^nqjrarfire® or aiRlS^mqqql. Another solu- 
tion of the difficulty, which is less satisfactory, is to make it an 
elliptical compound ( q«qq?^iq Pan jika ) «mqsiq<iRr|- 

5RqT^fe^:=^n«iqq*fira?;:. Panjika notes that the latter is a recent 
explanation ( amm qirafesm^ ) R^^d siqtiwiH 

for 3iq?R: siH (1. 22). Read mm: ara^ qg: ( 1. 24 ) Read 

ira^giqt^q a*immi?i: qw q a^i%:— the reason given why 

the is not here mentioned, although it is necessary to 

do so according to Buddhist logic cf. contra S'l. Vart A. P. 
118a "miqqi 3'® ^ q 1 3iJm?Rwi?qq-(P. 32, 1. 4.)— 

See Pafljika p. 71a. igm =q ( 1. 6 )— -Thatqmig is may be 

deduced from the character of its qitqs such as *13 etc. Panjika 
quotes : “ «R«iqq 3^4 wmi 5?^ ^ qwtg: > fg^qs^: 

” c/. argqqd itmqR'nq #: I ar^qq^ra ^^qi^ qwmq: i 

N.B.T. eq5=mqH : 

ara-This is isijgimq in the mouth of 

the Samkhya when he is arguing with a Buddhist who denies 
the existence of any such substance as anqii^j. ( 1. 20 ) — Panjika 
( p. 71 b ) : C/. graiiwHrTf^^jmmig 



f^i \ qwiss^fi: i a^mswiici i 

si*4w5r^ $4 ?apciiss»ira?it S’l. V.A.P- The com. of the S’l. 
VSrtika specifies al^. 

apJJ^Jr ( 11. 21-22 )—8JJ^=ajg’Tit=5«rmei The Vrtti takes 

anp^= 3T3?(fS3P5Rr. 

?I5VIR..-....5l ( 11. 24-25 )— I. e. ■where the mere 

coexistence ( tr|¥iT^ or ‘ ’ as Kumarila calls it ) of the two 

is stated, and not the in'variable concomitance in the form 
of . That two belong as «n^5j;s to the same 

aim«r does not prove that of the two one is an invariable 
concomitant of the other ( 

-Vrtti P. 33 11. 2 - 3 ) 6 /, 
rfHai” — S’l. Vart, A. P. 130a. is explained in the 
Panjika (P. 71 b) as; meaning concomitance or repetition, 
the latter being expressed by and cRtfl . 3^*1 

®*nf?lK5 ^ fit?!*}! 5i%«i “JIiibs • 

wfq flwnJa>...&c. (Panjika P. 71b) Read 

— See Dharmakirti’s N. Bindu, Bib. Buddhica Ed. 
P. 88, where the passage runs: ^tRI ti I 

ei?2t5t ( Vrtti p. 33 1. 2 )=sw«iif^=qii^|gaqiii where the relation 
between and is causal ( Pafijika P. 71 b-72a) 

iT^ ^”1 •ir3ip2r5^ ( Panjika P. 72 a ) — Some hold that the 
so called is not a being allowed by all s’astras. 

After all the validity of the statement will depend on some 
s*n'’i other than the mere word of the debater. If the ®*nf^ 
underlying the statement fciSB^sna; is justified by 

where is the room for the charge of ? If not, 

no amount of and will be of any avail. ?8RT is 

only intended as a voucher to support a proposition which is 
otherwise known to be true ( i| ) 

This objection is met in the sequel. 

Violation of the rule of logic*^ 

(Panjika p. 72 a ) An example of bad 

“ 2iaisi^ 5i?RSfR?afw4 ^ 

[ Read-°iii^(^ for *rafa ” ( Panjika 72 b ). 
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• i%ifa ^ &c.’' ( PafijikS 

P.72b) 

5?n. f . f . &c. It should be noted that while in the list 

P.33 11 2-5 of was placed before here 

in the list of ^«i4?gi?ciRWs ^n'ansqifrl is placed before 
Why so ? The variation of order is justified on the ground 
that in ( with has to be mentioned before 

while in ( with ^?SPci ) has to be 

mentioned before See supra, Notes p. 73. 

( ojfi^ erai Jf: 

35^3 I |si 4 aql 5 t g .qui Miw: I 

giarr^m ?si4is«ia w’afiKjif^ ^ 

^rnMsqifrl Panjika p. 72b, 73a. ) 

T' places first, unlike T*,Ch and our Skt. text in which 

it comes after ?n'=Jlio*riifi. ( See N. Pr. Part 11. G. 0. S. p, 21. 
Comparative Notes.) The comments in the Vrtti and the 
Panjika show that they were not aware of T*. 

trtft. JJ. f . s^in: etc.— Here Panjika notes t “ 3W 

P. 34, 1. 4. 1 51 ni® 1 % 

Here there seems to be some 
misunderstanding. Vrtti never meant to imply that ’ICTFJ 
was really — it was, as shown in the previous section, an 
example of ?SRi in ‘ ’ means 

?5ifa^r*ina?8i5?iww; and so In P. 73, 

1. 9 of the Panjika, add after 

!• ?• — This is all, mutatis mutandis, like a Wl4- 

P. 34 11. 6. ?st5en*n9 mentioned above. ^ ^n^rsm- 

— i. e. without the statement of such as 

tn«5r?»«R i. e. merely mentioning 

the case in which there is the absence of and of ?IW, 
vnthout enunciating the 5!!rRR?5JniH. 

3i55i^« tir3n%5ct etc.— Note “ ara^firiHrlat^l ql 3^^ 
P. 73 ab. W 35 ^ 351 % 51 ^%”— PafijikS 

??n. SI. f. r4 etc.— ( Panjika ) 

P. 34, 1. 11. Pafijika ). ( PafijikS ). 
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1 ^ because ?n^!i is 

P. 73b — See supra Fundamental S'loka. 

We have thus finished the chapter on or False Proof 

which consists of three varieties viz., 1. Statement of a false 
(Fallacy of the Subject or the Minor Term), 2. of a false 
I 3 (Fallacy of the Reason or the Middle Term), and 3. of a false 
?Bra ( Fallacy of the Example. ) 

5?IT. sr. 3n9i5iPnJr^§ 3 etc. — Some mss. read The usual word 

P. 7, 1. 12. is 5RJJRR (causal); but SRiRii is also correct. This is an exposition 
of the second line of the Fundamental Verse — 

?*ll. Sf. f . etc.— Before speaking of the ^">1 and the 

P. 34, 1. 22. author wishes to say something of and 

^ — Panjika p. 74a) etc. — The 

commentator sees a point in the separate mention of a^q^ 
and 8T3»n5i instead of the use of a compound word ( ^ 
in the text of the Fundamental Verse: it is, he says, 
to indicate that the two have separate provinces ( l^/5rsi^Wia- 
*itaq^). These are ^^55^ and respectively, acqj? 

bears testimony to — the particular only ; while the 
general aspect or is contributed by Thus, in 

the cognition of there are two elements, viz. first, the 
cognition of the particular in itself without reference to 
its UWT??T ( the general" character, ), and, secondly, the 
cognition of the which is predicated of the particular. 
Of these the former is the latter atgui^i. The Buddhist 
thus differs from the Nyaya-vais'esika who regards both the 
and the tnwfsf— the particular and the universal — as objects 
of 

«n. R. f. fill sum' — This is welhknown. “ It is usually believed 

P. 35, 11. 1*2 that the Buddhists accepted only two pramanas ; but, as it 
is evidenced by our texts, this is not true. The Yogacaras, 
seem to have adopted the theory of the three pramanas as 
expounded in T.B.S'. and As even after the reform of 
Dinnaga. So Sthiramati commenting upon the Madhyanta- 
yibbiga Vrtti by Vasnbandhu, ( a copy of which has beep 
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brought by me from Kepal and will shortly be' pnbliriied ) 
says : ata aha : pramanatrayam nisVityeti pramanatraya- 
virodhena: pramaiia trayam punah pratyaksam anumanam 
agamas^ca. </. also Vijnaptimatratasiddhi by S. Levi, p. 26. 
That this classification was peculiar to the sect, which did not 
accept the reform of new logic, is proved by the fact that 
Haribhadra in bis Abhisamayalankaraloka (1st Chapter in my 
forthcoming edition ) expounds the same theory pratyaksS- 
numanagamapramana if more than once Dr. G. Tucci’s, 
Buddhist Texts on Logic, Introduction p. xvii. “ SRWivJ— 

1 ” This interesting remark will be 

discussed below. 

P. 74a. Read instead of 55^®n-an obvious misprint. 

The different views in the matter of the or the %JI have 
been stated very clearly in the Panjika borrowing the state* 
ment almost verbatim from the Nyayabindntika-'tippaQakB 
of Maliavadin ( 9th or 10th century A. D. ): “a«nf|%rauffrJrt€«Bne[(5|*' 
sfJiw gi# si i 

wuissii^lt [ 5R^^*nsiqi: ] i 

g^iiJq is: ligwffq^ i *^1^84 

Cf. “ II gmii i 

8igm5i??r uwRilq mfl: ?! i^: i g^itfq i^qr wiw is: tiWPsT- 
^sTwraifi I ^RRraif^i =51 ?imissi4^ m4i i snfuitaasii 
|f3 i ”. 

qflienT e5|(jsjn%|ju5|4iwi?5|li^^ 55^ 

P. 74b. sui«iR'n I cRi: ^ =^ «iql| or si^ii— the Buddhist 

substitute for ?imR which is not regarded as a positive 
reality as in the Nyaya-vais^esika system, but as a negative 
idea consisting of a double negation aT-5ig_-wn-il% i. e. to be other 
than the other. *111 etc.-This explanation of wherein 
is said to be the thing itself is still liable to the charge that it 
is hardly different from Consequently, another 

explanation is proposed : i qg: ^ SKf>| 
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Partof a passage from the Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti 
I at4ftqRrpp43g<ii^S^: i sr^ 

%*I: I Mark that the difinition of given by Dharmakirti 
steers clear of all reference to the nature or of an object 
which isavors of awR, a defect from which the definition in the 
Pafijika would seem to be not clearly free, he says, is 

just that whose presence or absence makes a difference in the 
appearence of an idea in consciousness. Being thus effective 
in shaping our idea, it is real. ) 

*n^: soon as a sense comes into 

contact with an object, the object which endures for a single 
moment and no more ( an infinitesimally small part of time ) 
is apprehended as something in itself which is distinct from 
all other things, even those belonging to its own class. This 
aspect of the thing or object is called When the person 

has apprehended a series of such moments or rather of objects, 
each member of which lasts for a single moment only, it 
becomes an object of conception wherein the character of that 
object is determined. Be it noted that can reach the series 
-the — only, and no single member of the series, the latter 

being too evanescent to be capable of being caught in a single 
By is meant a series of similar successive moments 
of an object which is indistinctly apprehended ( 

3Ra-Pafijika.) The other aspect 
of the object which is called R»IR is the form which that 
object possessed in common with other objects, and which 
enters the determinate knowledge of that object. This is really 
not an object of or sensuous apprehension, but of 
Thus :-When we see 'jj?, the which it recalls to our mind as 
its concomitant is the general concept of 3# (as different 
from 3RfiT — ( ?5i?Riff^-or arilf ) such as belongs to all fires, 
disengaged from all such particularities as hayfire, wood-fire 
etc. and it is this general a# which is inferred from 'gf. 
Thus RRR is apprehended by a^RR. This would seem to 
QMan that is mere sensation. But this position would 
1^ sopiewbat modified if it be re|||arded as perception al^ 
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In the latter case, however, according to the Buddhist, wgJlPi 
comes into play by contributing the element o£ conception. 
This comes very near the Nyaya view of and 

with this important difference that the giflR involved in 
the latter is apprehended by aigarn and not by according to 
the Buddhist. This differnce, however, is further reduced if 
we remember that the of the Nyaya-Vais^esika 

is not ordinary but extra-ordinary— 

By the way, the reader will note that the nature of the 
abwve set forth ( 

timiw fj} aaig: # etaisjwqigauw ansaL ) 

fits in with the doctrine of which Dinnaga is supposed to 
have discovered. 

^ aaiuw I arqiilqs? 

ap^t f| ar^ : i- N B.T. on which 

this whole passage is founded, has 2RTqiRg?i?ia i. e. 
aaifli; a^R: — with no substantial difference of 

meaning except that the latter points to a thorough-going 
sensationalsm — Pan jika p. 74 b. Cf. aaioRa ; 

aig^ a^qiRgeiga i aiq^fta^ aflc-aatara i i 

aPTf w f| ^ ai?f: gen i «cir gq 

5? sRtw 5nq«ii^: aiqi^a^iq^pant i asngaisiafq «ala*ii?>sfl^s«j?- 

a^w^-ntll i g gq^iofq^S!?! "MPm: tq5s^oi^( «r 
^icitcra: afl%i%!ngaRiw i api^a aret: i—N. B. Tika 

of Dbarmottara on Dharmakirti’s “ ” N. Bindu. 

The of aai'n is of two kinds : (1) aw and (2) sRjjq^j-that 
is to say, (1) that which is the object of sensuous apprehension, 
and (2) that which is the object of intellectual determination. 
In the case of the or moment — that is, the object 
which exists for a single moment only — is the object of 
sensuous apprehension, but is too fleeting to be reached ( 
siqftgjRi^cqig ); what is reached is the sei ies of momentary 
objects which we conventionally imagine to be a single object 
by what is called apqqtna, that is, intellectual determination as 
distinguished from that is, sensuous apprehension. 

Similarly, the ftqg of sigpiq is also two-fold ••-jto and 
Tlje of that which is apprehended by Inference— rie 
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#<5ii^^q fR sjn3:,5n%»nfl3 ?Ri Jn?i>ir-Pafljika). 

It is, however, not 3l4 but aj'i’l, and therefore unreal. (9li3>iw«fi^j 
iqaf^i%ssj?ssii«qqgj5R af^squill—N.B.T. ). But when by a 
further act of thinking, the object is reached, that which was 
apprehended by inference-its *n?l-vw. — is identified with 
this by snq'nlq^ i 

5i«rrri tri ^ 5ra 

Pafljika ). The so reached is as distinguished from the 
q%?lWPr which was appreherded ( Jii5r ) by inference and was 
3T»l^. Of these one is superimposed upon the other in con- 
sciousness (« wn®i: ^ inreia: 

»q55^q'aRi%^ aiRimlisguT^w i uin:”— N. B. Tiki, and as 

:ae Panjika adds argnw^qi’^qqe*): aiq®iiJi^ qqiq: ). For 

further explanation as well as for tracing some more bits of the 
Pafljika to their source see N.B.T. Tippana of Malla-vidin. 

I i Sfq gg^q, i 

eisRiTOq cifq I smitq 5 

fqgJTflqiqtOT qiqijq ^ I I q %auq 

fq^5qq i 

g^qtPqaraqi% — For the number and names of swiqs 

P. 74 b recognized by other schools ef. “ i 

P. 75 a af^^sqiRf 3^: qRJiiqw i flsnii i SR^iqqwq^ 

qj5Rmq?qqRa^q q^Hs^n^Tfi qiqq i slqi^s^giq^igi® 

i qi^qn^g i — N. B. T: 

Tippani, p. 1 5 The Pah jika omits the notice of and adds 
that of the who admits three a^Ws'— siRJj, sigqH 

and 

5?n. sj. f . ^swiqwiq^R’itqt^-This is shown in the Pafljika as follows : 

P. 35, 11 1-3. SRq«tgqR5#ft'?iiaqiqiqf # q^ufaiq^ [ qRiqkiqqiR ia a misprint ] 
qfsWT. I 8i«nq1siqraiqiq [ this may better be si'toPi ] 

P. 75 a ?RiS5wiqi% i ^er^snq^ H qqiq ^qlT# m-. i siR^igqH q i^jriw. 

!Wl®l I The distinction which the Panjiki draws 
between and a^q, and between the two on one hand and 
the so called iqs^qqiq on the other, is as follows : q«ni| SRsj toU^- 
qaiqM Iqqqqq i aigmq g i%qq5 tqqqq^ l^qii^qsqifB 



Note (1) that according to the 
Buddhist the tiroi has passed away even before the could 
reach itj what it reaches and apprehends is driw — the object 
which as matter of fact is a series of technically called 
‘4eiie;’ (2) is but sensation and reveals only the particular 
as distinguished from all other particulars, even those belong 
ing to its own class; on the other hand while revealing 
the particular which as shown above can only be a — ■ 
co-ordinates that particular with other particulars of the class 
and differentiates it from those belonging to other classes, 
thus converting the sensation into perception through the 
mediun of the new element of the concept. Still what both 
and reveal is that is something which is 

invariaUy there. No such reliance, however, can be placed 
upon 515? which often deceives us ( Read the interesting 
illustration — found elsewhere also — given in the Panjika: 
sRf 1^5rai^?5Wc?R: sTm®! i 5ii5?Tr? i i 

sqff. SI. f . aasqa— 5iqr«it?fg!i is indisputably a 

P. 35, 1, 2 work of Uihnaga. Haribhadra— the author of this Vrtti- 

may possibly mean that the problem of the inclusion of other 
Sin®is has been dealt with in and other works of the 

same author and has therefore not been detailed here. In 
that case, the Nyayapraves’a will have to be attributed to 
Dihnaga according to Haribhadra. But the language of the 
line — “ etc. ” — is not conclusive. For, it is equally 

possible to take it to mean that the point has been discussed 
in certain other works such as Pramapsamuccaya, which 
does not necessarily imply that they were, according to 
Haribhadra, works of the author of the Nyayapraves’a. 
qillW ^ 1 % etc. — A note on the express mention of the 

P. 75b number — ‘ I ’ — in the Nyayapraves’a. It is, says the Pafijiki, 

intended to indicate that he rejects the views of the Cart^ka, 
of the Yais^sika and others, who recognize only one pramapa 
or more than two pramSnas. 

wn. SI. I . etc. (Vrtti) c/. Dharmottara’s N.B.T. 

P. 35 1 3. ” 



>i|^nBT ^ awgsnOT ae^i# “ aa gg^qia; jRJD^fli* 

P. >76 b. i»nR«T i ” N. B. T. ’ 

Sl. a5t SRJf^ etc : It would have been better to print the lines thus :- 
P. 7, asf auRicJnf^?wi?f|a aa; i afir 

11. 13-14 w^a # a?!f^ I) 

wjT. SI. f. 5Rjf^(¥a asT awai^aapcRa =a f^'Jiaci N. B. T. 

P. 35,11. 15 a5i af^iRW# atJmrand afe |i%!ifiifr?a af^ ffa 

„ 1. 17. on which the Paiijika runs as follows t-asgai araaaswinnf 

ala aR(nam^ej i srai^a^ aj^=aca^ 
aa?l^^aia ?iara : ? a^-a aga^Bfa^ w^la aca^i%ai anaaat^s^ i 
aa^ aw^ aaiejl sfa # a aaia, a arR[ aai^ Hia awg 
a iRt I am; araaaa: w^aig^ ilaiai ^^aiKaare ?iai%fai wr# i 
aratsani^ufa a?sw<j4 aar^RiRn Now, compare:— aarsal^iRt 

afcinaw^a^ i arcar^a: asi^am fgalaara ama: i aiBiaai^aaai^ti 
TOrlipai^ii^fislaafe# aia alf^ip: afii^a^a: ias: N.B.T. and a^ai^ 
?<Saf^ ai^^ aRl aaigft'afaaiaiaaaia: i ai^aia a^q%a aaia: \ 
atalajaaiiRf at wa; aai^^a i aa^ aai^t gt®; aar^ti ^^ iRt a wa. i 
wa sat# nia aat^ pa aRi i af^aaia 3 aaf^wat a^Rt 1 N. B. T. 
Tippani. This explains why the word aat^a, is to be taken 
as a ag^ and not as aar^Ra compound. I have quoted 
the parallels from the N.B.T. and the N. B. T. T. in extenso 
to show how our commentaries convey echoes of the 
works of Dharmottara and Mallavadin, 

*qT. SI. <151 5i<^^ ^fwiqts a^anl ^ft ?n)T5tr(ai%.^siMcW— To 

P. 711 13"16, " ” of Dihnaga, Dharmak'irti, who is his Vartika- 

kara, adds the condition " arsiRaq;”. Of course, this was 
understood in Dmnaga’s definition. At the same time, 
Dharmakirti omits “ iti^f^” which is understood from the 
context. To me the definition of given by the Buddhist 
logicians seems to be clearly a paraphrase of certain parts of 
the definition contained in the Nyayasiitra of Gautama: “ 

where ‘ ersqqlt^q ’= 

‘ ’ and ‘ ’= ‘ ’. The latter equation 

needs no explanation; but I shall have to explain the former, 
which I will do after finishing the relevant portions of 
our commentaries. 


12 
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#«n. SI* f . etc. — Alternative ways of dissolviug the (k)mpdund> 

P. 35, 1 8 which, however, yield the same meaning. For 

the sake of clearness better read 

Since ‘ ’ ( explained as sinTsncqif^qisi^t ) falls outside the 

function of Sc^r^, has for its object ^^55^ only as distinguished 
from which falls to the share of sjgnra. ( aee notes 

supra ). 

In line 2, read: “ ” for which is an 

P. 76 a. obvious misprint. The passage is a further explanation of 
the point as to the way in which the word ' is to be 
dissolved, ( see supra ). 

S«f|. SI. f. ^ The Pafijika supplies “ 

P. 35, 1. 9. 

(lf%^. etc. — ^ stands for all the different kinds of objects of 

P, 76a. being the most prominent of them, — so that is of 
five kinds corresponding to its f^Rs. 

S?IT. 5. 51^^ fWWiqiSflL I &C.*— For explanation see Notes on the 

P.7,1. 13-15 jqr. sr. i. and the below. ^iiRRJnT^?fTOtd|ei«ir-Meaning 
5?IT. Sf. I . of ^wiqkn— (N. Pr. Vr. 1. 35) 

P. 35, Panini II. i. 38, and illustration in i%. It. 

11. 5-7. when taken as a bahuvrihi — Pafijika. from to cut 

out, to determine, to characterise. This determination or 
characterisation may be by (1) e.g. ^ (2) sr# e g. 

( 3 ) JF ( 4 ) (?. or ( 5 ) me. g. 

Elsewhere e. g. in the Kavyaprakas'a is taken in the 
sense of that which is denoted by a singular term. Compare 
the passage of the Vrtti with that in the N.V.T.-Tika of 
Vacaspatimis’ra:— l ania- 
51% • .5Fia% jpisi gs # I i 

^«3ira I ^ a?i)s;mrsqi5 

’’ ( N. V. T. Tika p. 102 ) It is thus a function of 
words. With a slight difference the doctrine is traceable to 
the Vyakarana Mahabha^ya, has been thus defined and 
explained in the N. Bindu and its commentary. “ 

<S5<Fr ii arfiwsj^s^^cJifjRsiq: ^ipto: 5is^: i 
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a? nwrai^aai ftaiia. i...... 

3ifiiaN#nk aarf ai fkm ii ”. 

qf^JRT 5WI ai| :— " 3#i w^aaifi^ &c. ” Quoted from KumSrila’s S'loka- 

P. 75 b, Vartika see w. 112-113 on the and com. thereon s 

'* eifei swa i 5iBa:^-%iaa?!d > a 

a aiaiHT » atiaaR^i g sjfftskia^fta^ ii " 

aiaia: alita gi^ 5i5ai#5;ana, afaai^^^a a ak^t, 

a 5Rai5 3R#ia i aiaiaTiaaisg;qaia?awia.af^ a^ia^qraiaja? 
aaaaik a^fafasai^a^ia ptargiaaa, aaaia ^ a^awa 
tara:, si^aaas^ a [I prefer to read a for a of the published text] 
aaa^k i...a f^aa # i f^aai saa^ «aTfw: i aiaik 
aata«aa:af 3 fftkf^ aiaa i srgifasai^ a a^ialt i aalaaiaitJ^- 

agfa saifs =a asii^«aaaTa*l^aiiwf5K agk akadla^ aa: i 

^raia^iaa »iaai|: — While the Buddhist regards as 

the only kind of Jiarg ( - sensation’ ), Kumarila justifies the 
inclusion of a^^« also in Sca^, which consequently has to be 
rendered by ‘perception’ instead of ‘sensation’ as in the Buddhist 
view. His argument is : “ aa: gaf^ at5afcaii^4ai i para#!?! 
aift #Rn ” ( S’l. Vartika Prat, v.l22 quoted in the 

Pafijika ). 

9iai|:— Quoted also in the N. B.T.Tippani which 
further adds :— •“ af^qar ajatia^aaiaw i a srara: srai^ 

If sRaaa^jfl ii a ^si%i sRaai ^ a; ^igaaisa i sji^faa gia ui 51 ^ 
II Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya. 

The definition of SRa^ given by Dinnaga has been subjected to 
a long criticism by Uddyotakara. “ atq? 3 1 

8i«r^4 q^aiaw?! sii^aka^ 1 a mcnfiitfisRiiiq siuaif^Mq- 

ata?T^fiii% 1 a 5 ^ sissqi:-ei«i 
5 Ra^^ irs^swftaa 1 ak aca«, ^aaqr^aa^l 1 aw asisnsn., 
5iwg-5i5?: 1 sm sw^ri^ waiw5r*a^ |i% \ \ niaik 
fiS 5 iw^i 5 qfc^i% entifk^wfat^l 1 ak a swsjg'^’l* 

ewiwk'^, w ^aiqiaws^aift ak swesg^^, a^f wwia: i 

em ^a, aarfq ^^qai^feaaa aw^ ^arqlaftfe a am**. 1 ewisw 
areaw iisl: 1 1 a^ sw?, wiaia: 1 ««ra.? 1 ai^a 

^a^aiftsfta^ a aifikaIJrla «tski aa 5 ais|in|f^ « 1 w a 5 ica^»Rai«l: i 
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9iM |;4 ^jrrjisb ^ Mq^igtgtpnfn <6 <i?ri^ji* i 

sm ^it|^, ?ii i aw ^ w»^9^§iq 

a;^qi3i[i5qT4: i 5i53[is?fe!i^ aw^i: aiwai% i f% i sr ^ 

5iq#la i aj«wfii?wra;i saw “a 
q^S’i' giqr^id ^runwraw i asi ?iiJiiw1iqi«ft«iTi5i»Cw^ a 

f^ran^oi i fq^qiwwiqi^'Hi ¥rRi I ^ *i§Rj^5^5i iqi§wt qi^q: I ^ 3 
awreww[ow;tl: gwRi^qiffrawqfgqi ?i ^ 1: ^isi^inwiai^ *iqfe i «w 
nmf^i ^nqiwf^f Twa; aw arfiwR ainiwrai^5i5qRwia^iiif^ 

^ ftOT^>nafJwi^ jr;, as^ aw^ a %qa sw^, liaiw^aB^- 
’’iftfa I trq aw^a^ win: i a?q qj^aiqtTO^ aw^ wfqf^«na^ 1 1 
qqawfai# wiqia-. w'lq awfii^faw^ 5iwaii?i'^1qa ^ i awi>a ?i^a 
a I T%aw 5RCTW!wamw aw^ ^^iqtsftfa ? i awf^. 

qi^^r;gjBa? 5 iflag; i 'w jw! a^, a^ ilai^ aai a«n ww a ai^ i ^ i 
( ^yayavartika on Nyaya-Bhasya on N. £6tra I. 1. 4. ) While 
Uddyotakara does not -name the author of the definition it is 
plain that he has in mind a particular Buddhist writer to 
whom he refers as ‘ ’ (“ iis?qlf a^igfalia ? " ) But Yacas* 

patimis’ra distinctly names Dinnaga as the author ; " wife 

f^s^taw a^'ng'Rwfe sm ?fe i ” 

wn. SI. ^15| sws^ 5^tq)s etc— Whosoever be the author of the 
P» 7,11 13«15 Nyayapraves'a — whether Dinnaga or ^ankarasySmin— 
this definition has been attributed by Vaca8patimi8''ra to 
Dinnaga ( " gqfe fe^aw a^gqwwfe— «W i(fe ”■— 

N. V, T.Tika ). This, however, does not necessarily mean 
that (a) it was originated by Dinnaga; nor does it imply 
(b) that it is taken from the Nyajapraves’a which consequently, 
according to Vacaspatimis’ra, would be a work of Dinnaga. As 
regards (a) see in this connection Prof. Tucci’s “ Buddhist Logic 
before Dinnaga”— J. R. A. S. July 1929. I think the 
definition goes back to the Nyayasutra of Gautama—" 

awswTW? ( 1. 1. 4 )— where 

siwq^^ni, corresponds to our sB^Jnqfen., and ‘siwfe^ift to ‘areiRR,’ 
which would be out of place in the metaphysical system, and 
therefore in the logical treatise, of Dinnaga, but was restored 
by Dbarmakirti. According to this interpretation of the 
NySyasutra, the ( ' qi^i^lWL' ) would be the onljr 
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But this position which is identical with that of the 
Buddhist, would be open to the criticism, which the 
Nyayavartika passes upon the latter, that in that case it could 
not be even characterised as ‘ and this has led to the later 
view of the Brahmana Nyaya that is not but 

(b) "ac2?^ — quoted by Uddyotakara and attributed 

by Vacaspatimis’ra to Dihnaga occurs in the latter’s 
Pramana-Samuccaya ( cf. “ ap?# ^aqfiiqis qnraicqigeggrt” — P- S- 
ch. I, Vidyabhiisana’s H. I. L, p. 277 ), and consequently 
it does not necessarily imply that the Nyayapraves’a, in which 
it also occurs, is to be attributed to Dihnaga according to 
Vacaspatiraisra. Subject to verification from the Tibetan mss, 
I surmise that the further quotation — 

a5a?21^fi(f^ is 

from Dihaga’s own Vrtti on the Pramana-Samuccaya; the 
'55«ETOqii'^!I,’ in Vacaspatiraira’s note is 'the framer of the 
definition’ himself — viz, Dihnaga, and the quotation lower 
down “q«ni — qs^q^iqls ” is also from the same 

author’s Pramana-Samuccaya, on which “ 

is probably his Virtti. Even if the 
passages which I have surmised to be quotations from 
Dihnaga’s Virtti are as a matter of fact not found there, the 
rest of the argument regarding Pramana-Samuccaya being the 
source of Dddyotakara’s quotation will still remain unaffected. 

as^Ti ST. qi?qsiqls &c. — With ‘ ’ as part of the definition, 

P. 7 1. 13 Uddyotakara's criticism “ sqq^^'^^q qi5qqi^S5ls^4: 1 

alf ” would fail ( See Randle’s note, p. 8 

of his “ Fragments from Dihnaga” ). This shows that Uddyo- 
takara’s criticism was directed against the definition of 
as given in the Pramana-Samuccaya where the word ‘ ’ 

does not occur, and not from Nyayapraves’a where it dees 
occur. This section in the Vartika therefore, cannot be taken as 
an indication that the Nyayapraves’a was a work of Dihnaga’s. 
On the contrary, it distinctly points to a definition which had 
not the word ‘ ’ in it, that is to say, the reference is to the 

definition in the PramSna-samuccaya. Read the lines is 



94 


text of the N.-Pr. thus: ^ :iiw5nwit^- 

?ra;i 5n%!i^ # 

While all the Buddhists are agreed about Sc^r^ being " 
there are differences among them in regard to the nature of 
the ‘ \ which are noted as follows in the N. B. T.Tippani : 

35t: 

1 a«nT|4»«f^r 
I *3 ci«n>R®RH54 

I 5iRqi^gil g i These 

differences are due to the differences in their epistemological and 
ontologrial positions. 

wir. SI. f. — Such is also the particular — the 'thing, 

P.35,1.8. in-itselP — which is siwsncJnl^^sqsRilaq. ’. “This consequence 
is avoided if we make it clear, as Dharmakirti does,” — and we 
may add as the Nyayapraves’a also does — " that pratydksam 
means pratyaham jnanam ( pratyaksam is subject to the 
ambiguity of the term ' preception, ’ and may either refer to 
the object perceived or to the perceptual appre^ens/on as such). 
I suppose it is avoided because kalpanSpodha could not then 
bear the interpretation suggested : it would mean apprehension 
which does not determine its object by way of kalpana, not 
an apprehended object stripped of determinations. ” — Randle, 
" ” Pafi jikS 

P. 76a. 

?tIT. SI. f. Vrttikara’s justification of “ ” and 

P. 35,11 9*10 *' ” in the Nyayapraves’a ( a. P. 7 1.14-15). ThefR 
has an object ; and that object is the particular, the thing-in- 
itself without its determination, as distinguished from 

II ii ^ 

(not the quality m) (PaSjika P. 76a) 

sm. SI. sra # sifsTW N. Pr. bi^^ sRi sifa ^ 

P. 7, 1 13. N. Pr. Vrtti. ef, “ siRW Pras’astapada 

riii.si. f. BhSsya p. 186. " 3i«j 

P, 85,1. 181^^1^^^ wi. 
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fell I N. Kandali p. 188. Pafijik^ 

P. 75 b gives the reason why the word should not be taken as 
an 3js2i#nsi compound. “ SRq^t sw# ^ 

JI Wl.” etc.— Pafijika, following Nyayakandali: “ si^JRWej 
5ttq^ |fe: jrjr: I. That is to 

say, it should be expounded as an adjective and not as an 
adverb. ( In Pafijika p. 76 1. 2 read snni'TOi^'rawit^). 

wnsr. f. ^ ^...^§1(^—0/. \% fliBir 3^ 

P. 35, 11^ 1 511%% 5ii?2n i ^ i f%qra% 

11. 12-15 qr^ # i ^«i% ^11^ ”— N. V. T.-Tika ( p. 102 ) 

WTf. IT. f. «i qi5^: etc.— ( N. Pr. Vrtti ) Explained in the Pafijika- 

P. 35, 1. 16. The relation of 3l4 to is not a causal relation; nor is it one 
qraTRT of indentity. “ 8fJiui^at*r:~f|iq'Tt i| 

P. 76b. I ?i5t^^cKra^ i!ai%5iqi?qqi% i 

Pafijika. The Pafijika then disposes of the two alternatives 
as impossible in the case of and 3t4 on the ground 
that if a word were the same as the external reality one may 
utter the word and have his montli filled with it 1 and if 
either of the two were the cause of the other, the word ‘gold* 
would create real gold and thus make the whole world rich, or 
there could be no such words as tw and tR'n since the real 
persons are dead and gone! So the necessary connection 
between TK and st’J being thus denied, it is easy to see 
how a into which ^ does not enter is possible. 

hwoih i g 

qr^I utrani^cTiqwnii (Pafijika p. 771.1) Recall “,9Tei^»rai4- 

P. 77 a. Jpg — the Mimaiiisa definition of MflW — In 1 6 of p. 77, 

read clW qtw^: i, and in 1. 7, eiq^g:. The Pafijika, 

while endorsing the efgtq of the Vrttikara, makes an attempt 
to justify the 3T«)%ra of the ‘ ’ ( N. Praves’a ) also. 

&c. — Reason for the double meaning ( HtH and 
) of the word 

?Tlt. SI. f . ani— «Sic. — Question : The object ( ^ ) is as 
P. 35, much a cause of the knowledge as the sense ( ). Why 

11 19-20. should, then, the knowledge be characterised by tfie sense and 
not by the object, and thus called ‘ atqtjti ’ ? Answer: Li this 
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particular variety of knowledge, the variety is partioularly 
characterbied by the operation of sense ( ), while the 

object is common to this and other varieties ( granoraOT ). The 
Vrttikara observes “ ” and 

explains ; " igtfJtemnnm l aj^ 

f^nii SI. f . “ 3 % etc. ’’ a passage which I have not been able to 

P, 35, 1 23 trace so far. Is this anustubh verse from the P. SamnccBya of 
Dihnaga ? Gf. “ ^Roi 3 gsi: 

qiR«i N. Vartika Ben. ed. p. 32. For “ 

qjR’Jiiifl nra qqifi'uq'ai &c. Cf. “ wiq 
* 1 # I ggarf-qjan'^^R'Jiei^snjnJ^ sn 5 ^^«l|ft 
3<qii5[f5i'qqr^q% srfq qqij? 51 %^ a^inik^r- 

tiq: ”— N. Vartika Ben ed. p. 32. Mark that the same ilinstra* 
tion is given by both the Nyaya vartika and the Panjika — a fact 
which indicates that the logical studies of the age were carried 
on together by the followers of different religious. 

1. 24. 3fl5 &c. The point of the objection is explained 

clearly in the Panjika! “ 

tlBwBT. e I 

P. 77 b ^qiiT^er?inRqie; I aqt ^n^^isojuiq g^oi The kinds of |R 

which would be illegitimately excluded are s 
and none of which is dependent upon These 

three are thus described in the N. Bindu: “ eg; [ 

■<. ^ar4»iiq3!«q.qqqr34 

3'Jra — Answer ! These three are included by virtue of 

the words “ ^qifi ”= 3 i!|?n^q(cf ir ( atsqqRxg^q;^ 

Panjika ). If you still urge that JRl%F3 though 
9r^3nai?^iR is not ( ‘ aia ’ ) our reply will be 

that the author is defining here SRig only. 

?m. It. 0t3RR faf — ‘ tai' ’ is thus explained etymologically in 
P. 7, 1. 15 the Panjika : ’ RSf^ra lafTi, 1 (2) iRq^lfh 

«If. H. f . ^ l^WI I ‘ 8»*^ ’ is that which is reached by metkns of the I 
!*.86,113*'10 (cIwM^ Pafijika) ?r8:=«tia3H, ftsm.. 
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— See supra sii. a, p. 1 11. 8-9 and notes thereon. 

P. 78. (Panjika) a?nra: N. Pr. P. 7 1. 16)=BlWii:fefra: (N. Pr. 

VrLti P. 36 1. 4)3igk^sa (N. Pr. p. 7 1. (N. 

Pr. Vrtti P. 36 1.4) Recall the definition of a«j in Buddhist 
logic, and earlier still in the Nyayasutra-Bhasya of Vatsyayana 
where i. e. the matter to be proved is viewed in two ways' 

5fai” 

The PaBjika prefaces this section with a short note on 
P. 78 a, the difference between m'laUR and 'iw'tgitR' — 

qt5iiaq%i5f5P<?H i g m^icirt ” This is an 

important difference viz,, that aTgw»i is since it 

consists of (verbal) propositions, while is 

consisting of a (mental) judgment. But it is pointed out that 
some persons cannot think without words, in which case the 
judgment becomes a proposition. This is admitted. Conse- 
quently the difference between the two is that the 
is always while the may be ftRlR^ as well as 

( 3TiRsf^qri?f 1 5isgRJT% RTcnaraTO^ ^ 

fig q«wq i ). 

qi%^T. — First, the nature of the argrnfUirJi, and afterwards 

P. 78 b. its two steps are described. These are (1) and (2) f^tg 
The former is of the general kind ( g!«gr. 
ggiWfRq— gsfi q? 

); the latter is particular ( qsnsiiiq 
qf|^ qiltqitdiig qffmdqfH efiiwing«i ) Inference consists 
in this application of the general truth to the particular 
case (gsn tqwqlgrafq sra tii«qRni(iqi fliqq i qqi gwifiR- 
Rtwmftfg I g|g<gRifqw>i f^R gRif*iq qgi ql5iqi% 

qqgqfq fg^R ggRgqRRtq^R'jRfg ggr iasgugfg^Rtqii^R- 

R^qgRtmoRgqRgigq ). 

5?n. R-l- Read — °gR?l^ i i ggiirngq g — The Vrtti explains the 

P. 36 1. 5. point of giving two illustrations ( see ^Rf. st. ?. P. 7 11 16-17-- 

” 1 6. sliiRR, atigR! 5Rr iRt ai ). 

Obe of them is a and the other RRRig. q^gra4— 

P. 78 b tiTiiqi qiqg.1 RiM'RiftrgRql qqsivqt, ^ 

18 



sqi. SI. 
p. y. 

11. 17-18 
SHI. SI. f . 
P. 36. 

11 8 - 20 . 

P. 79. 


??IT. SI. f . 

P. 36, 
11.8-11. 


The third — called is a not a i.e. 

negative, not positive. Here only two are mentioned; because, 
after all antra ( negation ) is nothing and atgqawi can be 
brought under ra ^ra^ram 

wsr: i ara ^i^aras?nsl4 frai 

^=14 f aft(^ I ) 

<!!« I arlqniifqsigi;. (jqr. sr. f.) The point here discussed is — what 
precisely is the swi'n ( W ) and what its R5« * In sira^ 
the Mimarhsakas and the Naiyayikas hold, says the Patijika, that 
|i^, or the contact of the with the at^, or that of 
with the is the sun®! ( swi^ ) cf. “ 

HR — Muktavali &c; and et4iira and consequent 

Si^qrai^ of the am is the 'sa (Read ir^qraraii^ in small 
type). As regards aigqra, they hold that feiF is the 5Wi®i 
( w^i®! ) and the or liT*t is the 5Ri®i and is the 

q>55 ( see Tarkabhasa ). To this the author of the Nyaya- 
praves’a has given a reply in one word “ arf^’TO’TOi'j; ( 
sna «E55flf^»m^qrai(^ i ( N. Praves’a ). This is clearly explained 
in the Vrtti ( P. 86 11. 8 - 11 . ) 

atfstmt^iqraia:, — The aJii®iiiH — sm^ or ajgina — is itself a determina- 
tion of the nature of the object, which is thus the q^s also. 
( arl^jq: q(?^^:...qR'5g?^qila fragm^ i a ra qR^^ifa aim^ra qi^wj; i ) 

As the Panjika explains : — " ?iRimqiii%ia^ aai®i'R55H i 

qf^'sg^'JraT^afMl^ aagiagm^ i a ai^Ri%f%f;qi3|iRi<T, qsa 

I staqR'd^ Raiimfea iiRmts|qRi%i%fi«R?r a, 

fig a^ q(n%i%^q ma q;^ i ”. The view that n^tqi^ai^ is the 
ulterior qws is rejected in the Vrtti on the ground *' 
raia; ” — which is thus explained in the PagjikS : 

q^ aa«ii...8t«f*m:— <5^ itaiqi^Rii^ a^r 
ae'Es aaig^a krw i a«ii^ upR irarf^^ a^^ g^^amma 

ari 5R!^5m ftsn^qarara. a q;a«a jpamg. i ” The text of the Panjika 
( 1. 9 from the bottom ) is corrupt. It can bo corrected by 
giving it a little thought, but it is immaterial for our purpose. 
The author’s view is thus summed up afe aaiR: 
aaiopflraJit a vai^^Bg,. 
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wn. ST. f . 9?I5— *1^ etc.”Objection: If there be no *5^ other 

P.36 than and themselves, SRJfg and sigRR would 

111 11-12 cease to be aUMs also; for, a is a ^ only if there is a '5?i 
of it— the two being correlative, et(?=5Wi«i^«irftfld<il: 

'Sfswst *• e. and sigqi^ which you have 
accepted as aaiois you now propose to regard as also, 
thereby dislodging them from the position of aaTOs; and 
once there is no sum there is no ^>3 of the sam also ( aaMUi^ a 
5i?B3Wiawa! ) In 1. 7 from the bottom of P. 79 of the 
Pafijika, read aaron^fiiiRW: for sai">iiai^^cPTl: which is 
an obvious misprint. 

s?n. ST. asarqRac^; aai'Sfaa,— The whole process of knowledge reaching 
P. 7 as far as and including the tBS is aaia. This is clearly explained 

11 14-19 in the Vrtti: " saiaka is the ‘ «naR ’. 

»?rT. ST *?r®aNR’ is the aan>l, whose function it is to apprehend an object. 
P. 36, ‘ ’—that is, possessed of the functioning aam is the 

11 13-20 <5^1% or knowledge ( a^Ri ), which is at the same time aaPi also. 
As the Vrtti sums up: 

a^i^: at5W6i«a aai9i?[f — i. e. the hr possesses the form of the 
%a, and where it comes into existence it comes possessed 
of the form of that (not that it is in itself formless, and 
becomes possessed of the form of the ^aa afterwards); thus 
the form which is essential in the fna is the aam which 
proves the particular truth of the fia. It is thus both the 
aaia and the This epistemological theory of the 

Buddhists is known as the urai^aaia. The Vrtti knows of a 
slight variant of asafan— rw. ‘ ugaiai? ’ in the text of other 
commentators: " 3 ... which is explained as follows: 

saiaR: ?^aR:— a good saiait, such as is aai»i5aaw?#I., that 
is, capable of distinguishing truth from error. The which 
possesses such a good ®aian is nsaiaRa^( a- )^l3. Note this 
as one more passage which shows that the Vrtti of is not 
the only or even the earliest commentary on the Nyayapraves'a. 

irf^T * ^ etc.— The function of the sw’n is to apprehend the 

P. 79b. object ( «rNRt 3ru sunvwf ). The stflm which 

P, 80a. so functions has a or which consists of its resemblance 
with the object, for a HR or or is a copy of the object 



5?n. IT. 
P. 7. 
II. 19-21 


5?n. n. 1 . 

P. 36. 
11. 22-23 


qi%TRT 
P. 80 ab 


iOO 

( swmw ?f?i ( = sricwsw sipwnrfwiai. 

When the of a |tw posseBses the form of the object which 
is before us, that fn^t is swi'n e. 

swiinn. ) Read in 1. 3 from liie bottom of p. 79 of the PafijikS 
“ at^ qfisira sR^jeji^raq i ?r5 i rm « 

Of aoioai ” that is, of|<w 

o?OJra consequently siskl^JlJRO JPn«iR^qr<(^%^ mn, ’’ 

Note the epistemological realism of the Pafijika. 

&c.— The ‘ qsaqoifR ’ That is, determinate know- 
ledge does not refer to the thing itself — the ‘ 
but to its generic character i. e. the oroRra^®!. Now, as a 
matter of fact it is the ' ’ — the particular— that is 

and not ORl^JjasgR. Consequently, the so called of 

— that is, ^aqjiifiR— is aw^ioio, inasmuchas real 
is possible of the only. < JfSfiR «I2: 9Z fi^ ^ 
ogcqqra sw^oOc—Better read 

as printed in the Vrtti (121) for ??R5^['>i#T«fSra: as printed 
in the N. Praves''a and the Pahjika. It means ■ Inasmuchas 
it does not refer to the ?fa^ whidi is the real aj’J ( object. ) 
of iTcO^. With the other reading the argument 

will be : The in as much as it is referred to the ^qa^o— 

which is not its real object— is 

The Vrtti reads (11.23. 24) which may be its 

reading of the N. Pr. for the ‘ ’ of our text ; or it 

may be its explanation of ' ’. For ‘ ’ the Panjika 

reads ‘?l5fT#ra ’-ai«TW<=annss?a^— The real 8i4 or of am 
is ‘ ’ is that which is other than that is, 

nmaw 

For the ‘ Kf^qOT ’ of the Vrtti, p. 36, 1. 21, Pafijika reads 
‘ ) with no difference in sense. 

5Rq^|g*ni^ ( read or )— 

Inasmuchas the perception refers to the object which 
had already been apprehended in sensation, it; is 
and consequently arqqpii. sigqRt^faqg — While 5 ^«it or 
in am turns it into ami*a^, the case is different with ejgaR.- 
In 3^aR, the ?nro-aaf®i which is involved m the is 
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applied to the particular case in hand, and ao &r it is a new 
fact which it brings to light ( ^ ^ 

Jrw'Jiq^) Note, however, that, this point of 
view implies the reality of and to this extent the 

logic of the Buddhist conflicts with his metaphysics. 

5?n. SI. in^fl3’li'iW?m--The Pafljika suppfies the reason why 

P. 7 alone is mentioned and not viz., 

5?II. ST. f. ( Pafijika ). Read “ gd 

1121-22 HPiCT ggm.” 

P. 80 b 

SHT. II. -Read the Panjika on this as follows t— 

P. 8, 1. 1. ll’j: agigi i ( instead of 

SHI. SI. f . ( N. Pr. )= 

P.37, (Vrtti) ais2?q5Rq ( N. Pr. )=an^5if^qigfi5W. 

U 2-4. 

r?IT. XT. — Here begins the last paragraph which 

P. 8, 1. 3 deals with ( Vide Fundamental Verse etc ), the 

only subject which remained to be treated ( — Vrtti ). 

SHI. SI. |[. Here, first of all is mentioned the of In this 
P. 37, 1. 4. connection the Panjika points out that the word gw in the 

qfliw. text stands for wgigRr. ( gwigtg gigjRisqgq^ 5ifpa 

P. 80 b, 55# gwmig^ qi’^qgr-Pafljika ). 

5?IT. SI. f. q|q=qe(#i;— The N. Pr. says instead of ‘^gg.’ in the 

P. 37, 1. 5 difinition. This is to indicate, that there can be more ^gs 

gf^qS!. than one in a single ggig of aigw ( g grgRgrgs: sg;g 
P. 80 b. gwR ^ gqi% i fife g ggi^lsgl gwi: a^iqiq|gRgra#g 

2«gi qip Pi — etc. Panjika) In the Panjika, read gigg^i s^giqg, i 
gigp^^ I as texts of the ^gi. a. and sgi. a. i. 

5*n. SI. f . gigp^ ^|qgi5— First the author of the N. Pr. mentions 
P. 37 11 6-9 gigg^ generally, and next its particular varieties viz. q#iq, 
Igqlq, and 

qi|[^ Pr, p. 8, 1. 4)='^rRmgigf ggTO55^ig#i3 agigaif^^gPiPi 

P. 80 b agiggii%fl?qf*if^ g|qg;i ( Panjika, 80 b. ) eigg4: giwgiqg &c,— Tl^e 
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vice in the opponent’s argument may be pointed in a general 
way ( ) such as, whether it exceeds or falls short of the 
requirements of a valid inference; or, the critic may 
proceed to specify the vice ( ), and say whether it 
contains a or a or a Further, its particular 

variety may also be mentioned. 

•m. R. <1^^: etc. — The reader may recall the ^s defined, illustrated 
P. 8,11 4-6. and discussed above in the N. Praves’a. 

r?n. SI. etc — ^Not only 3^^, but the 3?[ra!! (=5 I«rr ) which is 

P.8,116 8, also ( N. Pr. Vrtti P 37, 1.10.). The latter 

??IT.si, |. is thus explained in the Panjika: ari^^: acqi«i^ 

P. 37,1.10. — a misprint ^ ^ ^3 3 1^ 3 

araqifPJTtiJ’i Further, the Pafijika explains why 

P. 80 b, mere is not enough: “ 3g etc.” — 

81 a. ^snRc— ( Pafijika ). 

WIT. ST. ^ynT3i3i(3 — The definition of ^^pni^ira. 

P. 8, 11 7-8. 

5?n. SI. For read — as found in the Pafijika, and 

P. 37 1. 13 the same is explained as follows: siifa^K: 

sira^Rf not °3i as printed ) Ijpniw- 

P, 81 b 3113 I 

sif^W aia 3 g; ai 5 — 'Kumarila Bbatta holds that is and con- 
P. 81 b sequently he attacks the argument of the ( the 

Buddhist, the Naiyayika etc.); viz. 33^3% w 32: 3«n 3 353 : 
as follows by raising a dilemma or trilemma (1) Is fcisR3 
which is advanced as a I 3 ‘ 5K333.’ ? If so, it is wtrai- 

1^33, being found only in the qej. (2) Is the '333?iq,’ ? 
If so, this is confined to 32 ( the ?SPci ) and not found in 
35 ^; consequently it is 8t%5. (3) Is the f3q«3 ‘ 233331 ^’ » Im- 
possible, for 3 .^ ( e. 32 ) and ai^ ( e. g. ) cannot possess 
the same 3^. This criticism which Kumarila Bhatta has 
directed against the Buddhist is a mere |^mi3-false criticism. 
For such a criticism could be directetd even against an 913313 
which is universally acknowledged to be valid viz. erfiRsr, qpra 
331 3|i3^. Thus :■— Is the ^51 which is advanced here as a |§ 
t)ie ^3 on the mountain ? or ^2) Is it the in the kitchen f 
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In the former cose, it woald be 9iatHn?<n being found 

only in the In the latter, it would be 3Tt%5, being not 
found in the i. ) 

ii?n. JI. «'3?S &c. — Particular cases of ^tari are: (1) 

P. 8. Vrtti) (2) ai^sq^ (3) 

11. 9-13 g«5Rt553« q^qq^L (4) qqqq{5) fe- 

q^qq. and (6) 3i|g?S(s% 5a?8i;«qiqq^qqi, No (1) is a fallacious 
allegation of a general character regarding the component 
parts of an Inference; No (2) is a fallacious allegation of that 
is qsjM^i, that is, qragiqrq ; Nos (3), (4), and (5) are fallacious 
allegations of ^quqig and No (6) is a fallacious allegation 
of 

5in. ?r. qqi^insRi^qrajjr^ i 

P. 8 qiq §l%R3^q%tKrq9miRgi ii 

“Mr. Mironov suggests,” .says D-. Keith, “in Dihmatrasiddhaye 
we have an allusion to Dihnaga’s name, and he thinks this may 
be supposed by the fact that Haribhadra in his comment 
on anyatra writes Pramanasamucayaduu ” “ The remark is 
specially apposite ”, Dr. Keith adds, “ if the author really were 

Dihnaga nor is it quite legimate to pass over the possible 

play in dihmatrasiddhaye ; it can carry no great weighty 
but it certainly improves Mr. Mironov’s argument. ” If 
on other grounds it is necessary to doubt Dhinaga’s 
authorship of the Nyayapraves’a, neither of the two grounds 
above mentioned, viz., the word ‘ fqf ’ in ‘ ’ nor 

‘ apq?i ’ as explained by Haribharasuri will be 

a bar. ( See Introduction, where the points are fully 
discussed ). 

In order that the reader may be just introduced 
to the subject before he reads the larger works such as 
etc. whosoever be its auther, may con- 

sequently supposed to be later than 5rw<neg^q. 

r?lT. Sf. f . Mark that Haribbadrasuri' — the 

P. 37 1 20. commentator — did not see any suggestion of the name of 
the author ( ) in the word ‘ ’ Had he done 

B 0 > as a commentator he would not have failed to note it, as 
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Mallinatfia has done in his commentry upon the £amoud 
line of the Meghadflta— q(^ > 

f?i«r%ir — This name of the commentary is in keeping with the 
purpose with which the Nyayapraves'a(ka) was composed, 

5?rT. ST. In the copy of the a. li% supplied to me by my esteemed 
and learned friend Acarya S'ri Vijdya-Nemi-SAri, there are a 
few verses appended at the end giving the diversity of opinion 
among different schools regarding the number of pramanas and 
the nature Reality: — “ mgJTR, 51^ 

qiwt:, ^f^agqqqt =qr^qi^: I 3T«ftq?JII q*Jt^ q# =q, *15 

*n*tTq, 5 qqpt ^qgqis^qsai q ll S?q^qg*nq ^ 511^ 

=q(qqqr ns i 9t«i^q(nt*fiq*q swn'ni^ ii J<l*rtn% lii nM 
=q i stRrqif&qiPi ii 

qwgn^'JirfSi ?q55^>nift qqi>nq|qt?aif^ sfe H®:, nmpqf^qifni qfeqRt 
qlJTtnw:, qtw^n^ nwiwr^qil^ qg>sreq nun^nlnlh 

ntqqis, *raqg84 smtn^Rtftfn i ” 

trf^^T. Construe ntSJ Elucidated for himself as well 

P. 81 b. as for others. Cf. ' ?TOlq?ltt§ ( p. 82 ). 

qisrqir — Generally explained as fiq+iqqnfsRBi ( see p. 82 ). Philo* 
logically, however,' it is qf%^t=l. Chapter, 2 Expository Note. 

— Completed on the ninth day of the dark half 
of Phalguna, in the Anuradha naksatra, in the Vikrama 
Year 1169. 

^>sfi5ft55*rt« &c. — Composed by formerly known as 

ql^nqi^^in, pupil of of good name, pupil of 
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Critical editions of unprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and published 
by the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

I. BOOKS PUBLISHED 

Rs. A. 

1. Kavyamimamsa : a work on poetics, by Rajasekhara 

(880-920 A.D.) : edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Ananta- . 
krishna Sastry, 1916. Reissue, 1924 . . . . 2-4 

This book has been set as a text-book by several U nlversities including 
Benares, Bombay, and Patna Universities. 

2. Naranarayanananda : a poem on the Pauranic story of 

Arjuna and Krsna’s rambles on Mount Girnar, by Vas- 
tupala, Minister of King Viradhavala of Dholka, com- 
posed between Samvat 1277 and 1287, i.e., A.D. 1221 
and 1231 : edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Anantakrishna 
Sastry, 1916 .. .. .. Out of print. 

3. Tarkasahgraha : a work on Philosophy (refutation of 

vaisesika theory of atomic creation) by Anandajnana 
or Anandagiri, the famous commentators on Sahkara- 
carya’s Bhasyas, who flourished in the latter half of 
the 13th century : edited by T. M. Tripathi, 1917 . . 2-0 

4. Parthaparakrama ; a drama describing Arjuna’s re- 

covery of the cows of King Vira^, by Prahladanadeva, 
the founder of Palanpur and the younger brother of 
the Paramara king of Chandra vatl (a state in Marwar), 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a 
Yuvaraja in Samvat 1220 or A.D. 1164: edited by 
C. D. Dalai, 1917 . . . . . . . . 0-6 

5. Rastraudhavaih^a ; an historical poem (Mahakavya) 

describing the history of the Bagulas of Mayiiragiri, 
from Rastraudha, king of Kanauj and the originator 
of the dynasty, to Narayana Shah of Mayiiragiri by 
Rudra Kavi, composed in S'aka 1518 or A.D. 1596 : 
edited by Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with Intro- 
duction by C. D. Dalai, 1917 . . . . . . 1-12 

6. Linganusasana : on Grammar, by Vamana, who lived 

between the last quarter of the 8th century and the 
first quarter of the 9th century : edited by C. D. 

Dalai, 1918 . . . . . . . . 0-8 

7. Vasantavilasa : an historical poem (Mahakavya) de- 

scribing the life of Vastupala and the history of 
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Guzerat, by Balachandrasuri (from Modheraka or 
Modhera in Kadi Prant, Baroda State), contemporary 
of Vastupala, composed after his death for his son in 
Samvat 1296 (A.D. 1240) : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1917 1-8 

8. Rupakasatkam : six dramas by Vatsaraja, minister of 

Paramardideva of Kalinjara, who lived between the 
2nd half of the 12th and the 1st quarter of 13th cen- 
tury : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1918 . . . . 2-4 

9. Mohaparajaya : an allegorical drama describing the 

overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or the conver- 
sion of Kumarapala, the Chalukya King of Guzerat, 
to Jainism, by Yasahpala, an officer of King Ajaya- 
deva, son of Kumarapala, who reigned from A.D. 1229 
to 1232 : edited by Muni Chaturvijayaji with Introduc- 
tion and Appendices by C. D. Dalai, 1918 . . 2-0 

10. Hammlramadamardana : a drama glorifying the two 

brothers, Vastupala and Tejahpala, and their King Vlra- 
dhavala of Dholka, by Jayasimhasuri, pupil of Vlra- 
suri, and an Acarya of the temple of Munisuvrata 
at Broach, composed between Samvat 1276 and 1286 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239 : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 2-0 

11. Udayasundarikatha : a romance (Campii, in prose and 

poetry) by Soddhala, a contemporary of and patronised 
by the three brothers, Chchittaraja, Nagarjuna, and 
Mummuniraja, successive rulers of Konkan, composed 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050 : edited by C. D. Dalai 
and Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920 . . 2-4 

12. Mahavidyavidambana : a work on Nyaya Philosophy, 

by Bhat^ Vadindra who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
1274 : edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 . . . . 2-8 

13. Praclnagurjarakavysangraha : a collecton of old 

Guzerati poems dating from 12th to 15th centuries 
A.D. : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 . . . . 2-4 

14. Kumarapalapratibodha ; a biographical work in 

Prakrta, by Somaprabhacharya, composed in Samvat 

1241 or A.D. 1195 : edited by Muni Jinavijayaji, 1920 7-8 

15. Ganakarika : a work on Philosophy (Pasupata School) 

by Bhasarvajna who lived in the 2nd half of the 10th 
century : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921 . . . . 1-4 

16. Sangitamakaranda : a work on Music by Narada : 

edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 . . . . . . 2-0 

17. Kavindracarya List : list of Sanskrit works in the 

collection of Kavindracarya, a Benares Pandit (1656 
A.D.) : edited by R. Anantakrishna Shastry, with a 
Foreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 . . . . 0-12 

18. Varahagrhyasutra : Vedic ritual (domestic) of the 

Yajurveda : edited by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1920 . . 0-10 

19. Lekbapaddhati : a collection of models of state and pri- 

vate documents, dating from 8th to 15th centuries A.D. : 
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edited by C. D. Dalai and G. K. Shrkondekar, 

1925 . . . . . . . . . . 2-0 

20. Bhavisayattakaha or Paficamikaha : a romance in 

Apabhramsa language by Dhanapala (circa 12th cen- 
tury) : edited by C. D. Dalai and Dr. P. D. Gune, 1923 6-0 

21. A Descriptive Catalogue of the Palm-leaf and Im- 

portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal- 
mere, compiled by C. D. Dalai and edited by Pandit 

L. B. Gandhi, 1923 . . . . . . 3-4 

22. Parasuramakalpasutra : a work on Tantra, with com- 

mentary by Ramesvara : edited by A. Mahadeva 
Sastry, B.A., 1923 .. . .Cloth copies. 8-8 

23. Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra 

by Umananclanatha ; edited by A. Mahadeva Sastry, 

B.A., 1923 .. .. .. Out of print. 

24. Tantrarahasya : a work on the Prabhakara School 

of Purvamlmarhsa by Ramanujacarya : edited by Dr. 

R. Shamasastry, 1923 . . . . . . 1-8 

25. 32. Samarahgana : a work on architecture, town- 

planning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara 
(11th century) : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya T. 
Ganapati Shastri, Ph.D., 2 vols., 1924-1925 . . 10-0 

26. 41. Sadhanamala : a Buddhist Tantric text of rituals, 

dated 1165 A. D., consisting of 312 small works, com- 
posed by distinguished writers : edited by Benoytosh 
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 1925-1928 •. . 14-0 

27. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Central 

Library, Baroda : Vol. 1 (Veda, Vedalaksana, and 
Upanisads), compiled by G, K. Shrigondekar, M.A., and 
K. S. Ramaswami Shasbri, with a Preface by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1925 . . . . 6-0 

28. Manasollasa or Abhilasitarthacintamani : an ency- 

clopaedic work treating of one hundred different topics 
connected with the Royal household and the Royal 
court by Somes varadeva, a Chalukya king of the 12th 
century : edited bv G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., 
vol. I, 1925 \ . . . . . . . 2-12 

29. Nalavilasa : a drama by Ramachandrasuri, pupil of 

Hemachandrasuri, describing the Pauranika story of 
Nala and DamayantI : edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M. A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 . . . . 2-4 

30. 31. Tattvasahgraha : a Buddhist philosophical work 

of the 8th century by Santaraksita, a Professor at 
Nalanda with Pahjika (commentary) by his disciple 
Kamalasila, also a Professor at Nalanda : edited by 
Pandit Embar KrishnamScharya with a Foreword in 
English by B. Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 

1926 .. .. .. .. 24-0 
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33,34. Mirat-i-Ahmadi : By Ali Mahammad Khan, the 
last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat: edited in the original 
Persian by Syed Nawabali, M.A., Professor of Persian, 

Baroda College, 2 vols., 1926-1928 . . . . 19-8 

35. Manavagrhyasutra : a work on Vedic ritual (domestic) 

of the Yajurveda with the Bhasya of Astavakra : 
edited with an introduction in Sanskrit by Pandit 
Ramakrishna Harshaji Sastri, with a Preface by Prof. 

B. C. Lele, 1926 . . . . . . . . 5-0 

36. Natyasastra : of Bharata with the commentary of 

Abhinavagupta of Kashmir : edited by M. Ramakrishna 
Kavi, M.A., 4 vols., voL I, illustrated, 1926 . . 6-0 

37. Apabhramsakavyatrayi : consisting of three works, 

the Carcari, Upadesarasayana, and Kalasvarupakulaka, 
by eJinadatta Siiri (12th century) with commentaries: 
edited with an elaborate introduction in Sanskrit by 

L. B. Gandhi, 1927 . . . . . . 4-0 

38. Nyayapravesa, Part I (Sanskrit Text) : on Buddhist 

Logic of Dihnaga, with commentaries of Haribhadra 
Suri and Parsvadeva : edited by Principal A.B. Dhruva, 

M. A., LL.B., Pro- Vice-Chancellor, Hindu University, 

Benares . . . . . . . . 4-0 

39. Nyayapravesa, Part II (Tibetan Text): edited with 

introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhu- 
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Principal, Vidyabhavana, Vis- 
vabharati, 1927 . . . . . . . . 1-8 

40. Advayavajrasangraha : consisting of twenty short 

works on Buddhist philosophy by Advayavajra, a Bud- 
dhist savant belonging to the 11th century A.D., 
edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. Haraprasad Sastri, 

M.A., C.i.E., Hon. D. Litt., 1927 . . . . 2-0 

42. Kalpadrukosa : standard work on Sanskrit Lexico- 

graphy by Kesava : edited with an elaborate introduc- 
tion and indexes by Pandit Ramavatara Sarma, 
Sahityacharya, M.A., of Patna. In two volumes, vol. 

I, 1928 . . . . . . . . 10-0 

43. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement : by Ali Muhammad 

Khan. Translated into English from the original 
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (retired)^ and Prof. 

Syed Nawab Ali, M.A. Corrected reissue, 1928 . . 6-8 

44. Two Vajrayana Works : comprising Prajnopayavinis- 

cayasiddhi of Anahgavajra and Jhanasiddhi of Indra- 
bhuti — two important works belonging to the little 
known Tantra school of Buddhism (8th century 
A.D.) : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929 . . 3-0 

45. Bhavaprakasana : of Saradatanaya, a comprehensive 

work on Dramaturgy and Rasa, belonging to 
A.D. 1175-1250; edited by His Holiness Yadugiri 
Yatiraja Swami, Melkot, and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri, 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1929 . . . . 7-0 
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46. Ramacarita : of Abhinanda, Court poet of Haravarsa 

(cir. 9th century A.D.) : edited by K. 8. Ramaswami 
Sastri, 1929 .. .. .. ..7-8 

47. Nanjarajaya^obhusana ; by Nrsithhakavi alias Abhi- 

nava Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of Nafljaraja, son of Virabhupa of 
Mysore : edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharya, 1930 5- 0 

48. Natyadarpana : on dramaturgy by Ramacandra Suri 

with his own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B. 

Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, M A In two volumes, 
vol. 1, 1929 . . . . . . . . 4-8 

49. Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Text on Logic from 

Chinese Sources : containing the English translation 
of Satdsdstra of Aryadeva, Tibetan text and English 
translation of V igraha-vydvartam of Nagarjuna and the 
re -translation into Sanskrit from Chinese of Updyahr- 
daya and Tarkasdstra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci, 

1930 .. .. .. ..9-0 

50. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement : Persian text giving 

an account of Guzerat : by Ali Muhammad Khan, 
edited by 8yed Nawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud- 
din College, Junagadh, 1930 . . . . . . 6-0 

61. Trisasti^alakapurusacaritra : of Hemacandra, trans- 
lated into English with copious notes by Miss Helen 
M. Johnson of Pennsylvania University, IJ.8.A. Shortly. 

52. Dandaviveka : a comprehensive Penal Code of the 

ancient Hindus by Vardhamana of the 15th century 
A.D. : edited by Maharnahopadhyaya Kamala Krishna 
Smrititirtha . . . . . . Shortly. 

53. Tathagataguhyaka or Guhyasamaja : the earliest and 

the most authoritative work of the Tantra School of 
the Buddhists : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D. Shortly, 

II. BOOKS IN THE PRESS 

1. Natyasastra: Vol. II edited by M, Ramakrishna Kavi. 

2. Jayakhyasamhita : an authoritative Pancaratra work : 

edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharyya of Vadtal. 

3. Manasollasa or Abhiladtarthaclntamani, vol. II edited 

by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 

4. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda, vol. II (S'rauta, Dharma, and 
Grhya Sutras) compiled by the Library staff. 

5. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 

dars at Pattan ; edited from the notes of the late Mr. 

C. D. Dalai, M.A, by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols. 

6. Siddhantabindu : on Vedanta philosophy by Madhusu- 

dana Sarasvatl with commentary of Purusottama: 
edited by P. C. Divanji, M.A., LL.M. 
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7. Portuguese Vocables in the Asiatic Languages : 

translated into English from Portuguese by Prof. A. X. 

Soares, M.A., Baroda College, Baroda. 

8. Ahsan-ul-Tawarikh : history of the Safvi Period of 

Persian History, 15th and 16th centuries, by Ahsan 
Ramul : edited by C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. [retired). 

Reader in Persian and Marathi, University of Oxford. 

9. Abhisamayalahkaraloka : a lucid commentary on the 

Prajnaparamita, a Buddhist philosophical work, by 
Simhabhadra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci. 

10. Kalpadrukosa, Vol. II : indexes and vocabulary : 

edited by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Pandit 
Ramavatara Sarma Sahityacarya, M.A., of Patna. 

11. Padmananda Mahakavya : giving the Hfe history of 

Rsabhadeva, the first Tirthankara of the Jainas, by 
Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th century : edited by 
H. R. Kapadia, M.A. 

12. Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra 

by Urnanandanatha : second edition by Swami Tri- 
vikrama Tirtha. 

13. Saktisahgama Tantra: a voluminous compendium of 

the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Tara, 

Kali, Sundari, and Chhinnamasta : edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D. 

14. Parananda Sutra : an ancient Tantric work of the 

Hindus in Sutra form giving details of many practices 
and rites : edited by Swami Trivikrarna Tirtha. 

15. Udbhatalahkaravivrti ; an ancient commentary on 

Udbha^’s Kavyalahkarasarasangraha generally attri- 
buted to Mukula Bhat^ (10th century A.D.) : edited by 

K. S. Ramaswami Sastri. 

16. Natyadarpana, Vol. II : introduction in Sanskrit giving 

an account of the antiquity and usefulness of the 
Indian drama, the different theories of Rasa, and an 
examination of the problems raised by the text : by 

L. B. Gandhi. 

17. JSabdaratnasamuccaya : an interesting lexicon in Sans- 

krit by an anonymous author, compiled during the 
reign of the Mahratta King Sahaji : edited by Pandit 
Vitthala Sastri, Sanskrit Pathasala, Baroda. 

18. Istasiddhi : on Vedanta philosophy by Vimuktatma, 

disciple of Avyayatma, with the author’s own comment- 
ary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja’s College, Mysore. 

19. Alaihkaramahodadhi : a famous work on Sanskrit 

Poetics composed by Narendraprabha Suri at the 
request of Minister VastupSla in 1226 A.D. : edited 
by Lalchandra B. Gandhi of the Oriental Institute, 
Baroda. 
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THE GAEKWAD’S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PHILOSOPHY 

1 . The Comparative Study of Religions ; [Contents : 

I, the sources and nature of religious truth. II, super- 
natural beings, good and bad. Ill, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo- 
tional attitude and religious ideals] : by Alban A. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 . . . . . . 15-0 

2. The Philosophy and Theology of Averroes : [Contents : 

I, a decisive discourse on the delineation of the relation 
between religion and philosophy. la, on the problem 
of eternal knowledge which Averroes has mentioned in 
his decisive discourse. II, an exposition of the 
methods of arguments concerning fche doctrines of 
the faith] : by Mohammad Jamil-ur-Rahman, M.A., 

1921. (Cloth Rs. 5/-) .. .. ..3-0 

3. Religious and Moral Teachings of A1 Ghazzali: 

[Contents : I, the nature of man. II, human freedom 
and responsibility. Ill, pride and vanity. IV, friend- 
ship and sincerity. V, the nature of love and man’s 
highest happiness. VI, the unity of God. VII, the 
love of God and its signs. VIII, riza or joyous sub- 
mission to His wiUJ : translated by 8yed Nawab Ali, 

M.A., 1921 .. .. .. ..2-0 

4. Goods and Bads : being the substance of a series of 

talks and discussions with H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents : introduction, I, Physical values. 

II, intellectual values. HI, icsthetic values. IV, 
moral value. V, religious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity and attainment] : by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 

1920. (Library edition Rs. 5/-) . . . . 3-0 

5. Immortality and other Essays : [Contents : I, philos- 

ophy and life. II, immortality. Ill, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern culture. V, the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. VII, Nietzsche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, 8ir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con- 
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI, 
religion and beauty. XII, religion and history. 

XIII, principles of reform in religion] : by Alban G. 

Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3/-) . . . . 2-0 

6. Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the Hadis-i- 

Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit : trans- 
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 . . 0-1 4 

Conduct of Royal Servants : being a collection of verses 
from the Viramitrodaya with their translations iii 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi : by B. Bhattacharyya, 

M.A., Ph.D. 
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